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The Warring “Patriots” 


Cold War Professionals 


The overt pressure which highly influential circles in this country have been exercising against a 
nuclear test moratorium as well as against an international ban on nuclear weapons, the technical con- 
trol difficulties our official scientists seem so overly eager to discover and emphasize, the embarrassingly 
conflicting reports about what transpired in their negotiations with Soviet scientists in Geneva, the Presi- 
dent’s refusal to prolong the ban on nuclear tests except on an ad hoc basis, our insistence on the im- 


possible—airtight inspection of any international ban, and the recently reported preparations of this country 


to resume nuclear tests, all amply suggest the dubious sin- 
cerity with which our Government has been approaching 
international negotiations on these matters. 


These indications display such consistent negativism 
that one must wonder whether our temporary abstention 
from nuclear tests since October 1958 represented a fun- 
damental political decision or a technically prudent time 
schedule. 

Our Government’s latest four-point proposal for a partial 
ban on nuclear testing not only does not relax its obstruc- 
tionist position but indeed gives it final rigidity. In keeping 
with our mastery of “psychological warfare” the Govern- 
ment has now paraphrased its old “nay” into a positive 
formula without any change in substance. So negative is 
this “positive” formula that even the American press has 
been wondering whether it has not been intended to put 
an end to nuclear test negotiations with the Soviet Union 
altogether. 

The bald fact remains that while the Soviet Union is 
adhering to a self-imposed ban on nuclear tests, voluntarily 
reducing her conventional armed forces and offering im- 
portant concessions with regard to nuclear ban inspection, 
our Government is officially pledged to a policy of abso- 
lute military security. 

While Soviet leaders keep invoking the “spirit of Camp 
David”, our President has taken special pains, during a 
recent press conference, to deny such a spirit ever existed, 
and negotiations concerning the Soviet lend-lease debt 
and resumption of trade are suspended by us under a pre- 
text which once again proves embarrassing. Following the 
Camp David meeting, here and there panicky voices were 
heard in this country warning about the economic dangers 
of more relaxed international relations, and one must 
wonder about the nature of the second thoughts our 
Government must be having. 

Soviet leaders have on occasion stated that, were any of 
their citizens to voice the kind of opinions certain Amer- 
ican generals and politicians so often express, they would 


' be jailed for war mongering. Without analyzing the 


sincerity of such Soviet contentions, one has little choice 
but to recognize that, in America, provocative slogans 
are not only fully tolerated but often also embraced as 
the latest fashion. 

Never before in American history have individuals 
gained as much public respect for just wearing a military 
uniform as they do today. Every general may speak as 
though he epitomized the conscience of the nation. No 
matter how imbecile his statements, no matter how much 
ignorance of political affairs they betray, the mere fact that 





a general or an admiral is speaking gains for his remarks 
the prominence of front page headlines. 

A situation is being tolerated in which a Government 
agency, such as the Atomic Energy Commission, may be 
reputed to be chronically against peaceful international 
accommodation and yet we find nothing objectionable in it, 
and our President has no qualms about having in the 
Cabinet men who uninhibitedly advocate continuing cold 
war policies. 

When generals and war administering agencies are 
allowed to play a too significant part in shaping overall 
national policies, who can be surprised that strictly mili- 
tary criteria are being imposed as the alpha and omega 
of our international outlook?! Who would expect them 
to favor the diminution of military emphasis? 

No social body exists for the purpose of liquidating 
itself; everything that exists attempts to perpetuate itself. 
This is as true about our military forces as it is about our 
Atomic Energy Commission. And this is precisely why 
they should not be allowed to exercise an active role in 
the shaping of our national policies. They cannot possibly 
subscribe to the proposition that their curtailment, even 
possibly their elimination, is what this country and the 
world need most. 

Lately, a new pattern has been devised for American 
“patriotism”: the more pessimistic one’s view of the coun- 
try’s military posture, the more he appears as a worried 
patriot. Generals, arm manufacturers, shareholders in 
defense companies and some political leaders and writers 
wallow in this passion for pessimism, outbidding each 
other in the ambitiousness of their military recommenda- 
tions. What a human drama the cessation of the cold war 
would create among our cold war professionals! It almost 
seems that one cannot possibly be a patriot unless one 
keeps his country and the world in a perpetual turmoil. 

No one loyal to the society he lives in would advocate 
an unconditional and unilateral relaxation of defense 
measures. We certainly do not recommend that the United 
States disarms irrelevant of the military power of countries 
which might challenge her. However, the real question is 
whether we truly and sincerely leave no stones unturned 
to bring about international disarmament. Verbal assur- 
ances to this effect on the part of our leaders are not 
always borne out by facts and logical deductions. 

At the very least it may be demanded of our presidential 
candidates that, during their forthcoming campaign, they 
raise the problem of nuclear tests and a ban on nuclear 
weapons to the prominence it warrants in our public 
disputes. 
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~ The Panamanian Solution 


In 1956, at the height of the Suez crisis, our British and French 
allies repeatedly warned us that the position we were taking with 
regard to the Suez problem was establishing a precedent which some 


day might be applicable to the Panama Canal. 


At the time, our 


official spokesmen, including President Eisenhower and the late John 
Foster Dulles, were outbidding each other with pious statements to 
the effect that they would not let expediency override moral and 


political principles. 
envisaged by our allies, is the Pan- 
ama Canal. 


The actual stakes involved in 
the problem exceed by far such 
matters as displaying or not dis- 
playing the Panamanian flag over 
the American-administered Canal 
Zone. The issue of the national 
flag is a symptom of a problem 
rather than the problem itself. 
Panamanian nationalism has deep- 
er roots and greater social con- 
cerns than the allegoric means 
through which it manifests itself. 
An analogy may be found in the 
Algerian rebellion: the moderate 
demands for self-expression with 
which the revolt started several 
years ago grew into a full scale 
national uprising, not necessarily 
because the initial demands were 
turned down by the French, but 
because they were a prelude to 
ambitions of self-determination in 
the first place. 

Pretending that no more is in- 
volved in the Panamanian crisis 
than the question of displaying 
one flag or another amounts to an 
ostrich policy which may well keep 
us unaware of the big issues that 
are bound to confront us. In this 
respect there is little difference 
between President Eisenhower's 
admirable readiness to have the 
Panamanian flag displayed and 
the House of Representatives’ res- 
olution in effect preventing this 
from taking place. 


Senator George D. Aiken, ap- 
proaching the problem with few 
illusions and after a thorough 
study, warned of the dangers in- 
herent in a further deterioration 
of American - Panamanian rela- 
tions and suggested to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee a 
solution which will prove inade- 
quate. for the same reasons that 
advocacy of continued interna- 
tionalization of the Suez Canal 
proved impractical only four years 
ago. The Panamanians will oppose 
his internationalization scheme be- 
cause it does not take into account 
their national interests, but mere- 
ly provides for a nominal change. 

The real solution must be sought 
through an opposite approach. A 
modus vivendi must be found 
whereby the proceeds from oper- 
ating the Panama Canal will be 
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The time for a test has come and its area, as 





used to raise the economic welfare 
of the nation whose biggest geo- 
graphic-economic asset has been 
denied to it. When our Govern- 
ment displays flexibility on this 
matter, there can be little doubt 
that symbolic and political mat- 
ters will be ironed out without 
difficulty. 

Naval and aircraft develop- 
ments have greatly diminished the 
strategic significance of the Pan- 
ama Canal. This makes mutual 
accommodation much easier. 

In the case of Suez, we in 
effect made Nasser’s nationaliza- 
tion prevail, even without suffi- 
cient safeguards for freedom of 
navigation, as evidenced by his 
continued ban on Israeli shipping. 
We should not repeat our mistakes 
in Panama: we must make sure 
that freedom of navigation will 
not be tampered with and sub- 
ordinated to the interests of one 
nation. -At the same time, how- 
ever, we may not keep denying 
the benefits of geographic location 
to a nation which has no other 
resources for raising its standard 
of living. 
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|/DE GAULLE'S METAMQRPHOSIS » “ 





AD. tate 


Viva La ‘Republique! 


During the post-World War II years, when General de 
Gaulle had beea refusing to participate in the French Gov- 
ernment unless on his own authoritarian terms, who could 
have expected that history would save for him the role of the 
savior of the French Republic? Watching France’s political 
deterioration in those years one knew a day would eventually 
come when the reigns of power would have to be turned over 
to de Gaulle, but at the same time one shivered at the 
thought. 

When finally, in May of 1958, France’s desperation sank 
into the abyss of imminent civil’ war and only de Gaulle’s 
advent to power averted the tragedy, liberally minded people 
everywhere received the news with mixed feelings. 

Parallel to her history of political liberalism, France has 
been traditionally menaced by authoritarian and outright 
fascist tendencies. The Vichy regime itself, depicted as a 
Nazi puppet set-up after the war, was to a degree a genuine 
outgrowth of French domestic politics. Somehow it seems 
that the greatest ideals of freedom always breed side by side 
with darkest reaction, and there is hardly a better case in 
point than France. 

De Gaulle’s ascent to power, after gaining him all the au- 
thority he had bargained for including that of ruling by de- 
cree, seemed to cast a frightening shadow over France. 

The recent Algerian insurrection was not less related to de 
Gaulle’s changed image than to the specific Algerian problem. 
It would be mistaken to conceive of de Gaulle as a man ready 
to sacrifice French colonial interests for the sake of Algerian 
self-determination. Rather, his concessions to Algerian na- 
tionalism offer what he believes to be the only realistic pros- 
pect of salvaging some French interests in Algeria. Nor should 
one exaggerate the extent of de Gaulle’s concessions. His 
conceding to the principle of self-determination for Algeria 
is loaded with ifs and buts, reservations and loopholes for 
possible reversals. When, on January 29th, de Gaulle delivered 
his historic appeal, the emphasis he put on the many reser- 
vations he attached to Algerian self-determination was more 
than an expedient to appease the insurgents; it faithfully re- 
flected his own vacillations about granting Algeria true in- 
dependence. After all, de Gaulle is de Gaulle and to expect 
him to embrace the cause of colonial peoples would be ex- 
pecting too much. 

But more than Algeria is at stake. Militant fascism is rot a 
monopoly of the French settlers in Algeria, it has deep roots 
in metropolitan France as well. The lightning rise of the 
Poujadist movement in the pre-de Gaulle period was only 
one of its manifestations. Those circles were relying on de 
Gaulle to clear the way to power for them. They have hoped 
de Gaulle would be for them what Hindenburg was for Hitler. 
Disappointed, they undertook to challenge the very man they 
considered their protector. 

A reversed historical analogy offers itself between de Gaulle 
and the late Polish Marshal Pilsudski. The latter, after Poland 
regained her independence in World War I, was carried to 
power by the liberal elements of the Polish nation. But once 
firmly entrenched in government, he turned his back on them, 
became a semi-dictator and instituted a semi-fascist rule by 
the army. De Gaulle has done the exact opposite: to gain 
power he accepted support from every reactionary quarter, 
but once in the Elysee Palace, he remained faithful to the 
Republic, saving it at a time when the republicans’ own 
strength might not have been sufficient to the task. 

To be sure, more fascist offensives against the Republic 
lie ahead; their strength is yet to be challenged and dealt with. 
But one can think of no French leader who stands a better 
chance to measure up to the task than de Gaulle. 

There are occasions when it is obvious that history does 
not evolve by itself but is shaped by human intelligence and 
determination. De Gaulle has proved anew that this is true. 

And, as surprising as this sounds to our own ears, we can 
almost hear ourselves cry out on this occasion: VIVA DE 


-GAULLE! 
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of * Constructive” “hed “Dosrurti¢e” 


‘Some’ of es letters” we have been 
receiving from readers disclose’ their 
mixed feelings with regard to this pub- 
lication: While they may be generous 
with praises, at the same time they feel 
somewhat uncomfortable with the “neg- 
ative” criticism which they attribute to 
us. We believe this question to reflect 
important aspects of public thinking 
which in their implications transcend 
this publication’s ratson d’etre. 


That this country, unlike other de- 
mocracies, has been deprived of a 
prominent national publication devoted 
primarily to social criticism, testifies to 
the air of illegitimacy which surrounds 
dissention. 


Social criticism ipso facto sounds neg- 
ative: its task is to disagree, oppose and 
discredit. However, it would be mis- 
taken to confuse form with substance 
and purpose. In public affairs, the 
voicing of opposition is never strictly 
negative. In most cases explicit opposi- 
tion to some public proposition implicit- 
ly indicates an available alternative. But 
even where this is not the case and the 
critic has no alternative to offer, his 
criticism is not necessarily solely nega- 
tive. 

Public policies are not all exercised 
through commission, many of them are 
pursued through omission. For instance, 
if one should oppose an extensive mis- 
sile program on the part of a govern- 
ment, one would not have to advocate 
the production of some alternative 
weapon in order to make his opposition 
meaningful and conceivably serve the 
public interest. His disagreement in it- 
self may serve it; as the building of 
missiles would affect public interests, 
so would refraining from it. The ad- 
vocates of missiles could easily confront 
their opponents with the argument: 
“We are progressive: we are in favor of 
doing something, of building, while your 
position is” sterile, you don’t advocate 
anything, you just oppose. You are, 
therefore, strictly negative and destruc- 
tive.” But such argument would amount 
to no more than demagogic oratory, 
since, as already indicated, the not- 
building of missiles may be as important 
as the building of them. 


While we subscribe to the legitimacy 
of criticism and at least theoretically 
see it as the basic condition of democ- 
racy, at the same time we accept mean- 
ingless cliches of “constructive” versus 
“destructive” criticism. The dividing 
line between constructive and destruc- 
tive criticism is hard to define, and 
objective standards of judgment are not 
easily discerned. It seems that criticism 
is “constructive” or “destructive” strict- 
ly in relation to who is the critic and 





who is the judge. When one exercises 


‘criticism one invariably believes it to 


be “constructive”, but when one is the 
unconvinced object of criticism one in- 
variably conceives of it as being destruc- 
tive. 

This subjective judgment does not 
necessarily reflect hypocritical double 
standards. The sincere man would not 
be doing whatever he is doing unless 
he believed it to be virtuous. Since it is 
the “virtuous” proposition which is be- 
ing attacked, the attacker is opposing 
“virtue” and therefore he is “destruc- 
tive”. The same applies in reverse. The 
one who opposes a proposition does so 
in the belief he is fighting something 
that is wrong, unjust, injurious, or evil. 
Subsequently, he must see those who 
advocate the proposition as advocating 
wrong, injustice and evil. They are 
therefore, in his eyes, “destructive”. 


I have yet to see two competitors for 
public office compliment each other for 
providing “constructive” criticism. The 
only criticism each of them would be 
ready to accept as “constructive”, 
would be the kind which would help 
him into office, but never that which 
might jeopardize his electoral success. 


That criticism as such is being de- 
picted as destructive is a reflection of 
conformism, which has a distinct aver- 
sion to any dissention. When, however, 
social criticism is ipso facto considered 
“negative” or “destructive” by people 
whose minds are somewhat open to the 
examination of established taboos, they 
had better consider to what degree they 
are successful in freeing themselves of 
the very mechanical conformism they 
profess to oppose. Their search for the 
“positive” actually amounts to an in- 
clination to comply automatically with 
official doctrine. Oh yes, they have 
their objections, reservations and mis- 
givings, but they would not allow them 
to play a too important part in their 
thinking. They resent being disquieted 
and agitated, they don’t want to be 


disturbed. Therefore, they will go along . 


with social criticism, but .the contents 
and extent of such criticism do not de- 
pend on the merits of the particular 
problem under discussion, but instead 
on their overconcern to remain intellec- 





e,e° 

Criticism. 
tually or emotionally undisturbed. 

This inclination may well be illus- 
trated by the reaction of the American 
public to the post-World War revela- 
tions of Nazi atrocities. There was a 
natural curiosity to learn about them, 
but hardly anyone wished to know 
everything. The tragic narrative was 
not expected or even allowed to exhaust 
the full dimensions of human tragedy; 
it has been stopped at a point beyond 
which nightmares might result. This 
might well be the reason for the general 
acceptance of The Diary of Anne 
Frank. This book, whose plot and at- 
mosphere are least representative of 
the human dramas under Nazi occupa- 
tion, is relatively mild enough to dis- 
tract us from certain more nerve-rack- 
ing, more representative literary ac- 
counts. 

It is this inclination not to let oneself 
be disturbed by public affairs which 
characterizes the American public, that 
often forces the critic to dress up each 
phrase of criticism in two phrases of 
praise. It is typical of our “democratic” 
gatherings of all sorts that, when Mr. 
Citizen wishes to speak up AGAINST 
something, he first indulges in a long 
litany of praises of that very something, 
thoroughly appeasing and desensitizing 
the intended victim before he meekly, 
and in undertones, ventures to add his 
“however”. 


A more extreme version of this tend- 
ency is often demonstrated in social and 
political gatherings. In fact, we have 
thousands of organizations and clubs in 
America whose sole raison d’etre is the 
flattering of their members. They let 
them wear glorifying costumes and pre- 
tend to be sovereigns of power, they 
bestow aggrandizing but meaningless 
titles upon them, and their assemblies 
are no more than societies for mutual 
admiration. Mr. Jones gets up and 
praises Mr. Brown in terms which 
would embarrass the greatest giants of 
history and Mr. Brown reciprocates in 
similar fashion. 


Immature as this kind of mental mas- 
turbation is, when it is allowed to limit 
public discussion and dissent it poses a 
direct challenge to democracy. 


Public affairs cannot be conceived 
of by the individual in the democratic 
society as just another conversational 
gambit on a par with the latest model 
cars, the weather and neighborhood 
gossip. Public affairs do not exist in 
order to entertain someone. They are 
LIVE problems. Our means of com- 
municating about them is words, but 
public affairs are not words. They are 
human lives with all the frustrations, 
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In 1956, at the height of the Suez crisis, our British and French 
allies repeatedly warned us that the position we were taking with 
regard to the Suez problem was establishing a precedent which some 
day might be applicable to the Panama Canal. At the time, our 
official spokesmen, including President Eisenhower and the late John 
Foster Dulles, were outbidding each other with pious statements to 
the effect that they would not let expediency override moral and 
political principles. The time for a test has come and its area, as 


envisaged by our allies, is the Pan- 
ama Canal. 


The actual stakes involved in 
the problem exceed by far such 
matters as displaying or not dis- 
playing the Panamanian flag over 
the American-administered Canal 
Zone. The issue of the national 
flag is a symptom of a problem 
rather than the problem itself. 
Panamanian nationalism has deep- 
er roots and greater social con- 
cerns than the allegoric means 
through which it manifests itself. 
An analogy may be found in the 
Algerian rebellion: the moderate 
demands for self-expression with 
which the revolt started several 
years ago grew into a full scale 
national uprising, not necessarily 
because the initial demands were 
turned down by the French, but 
because they were a prelude to 
ambitions of self-determination in 
the first place. 

Pretending that no more is in- 
volved in the Panamanian crisis 
than the question of displaying 
one flag or another amounts to an 
ostrich policy which may well keep 
us unaware of the big issues that 
are bound to confront us. In this 
respect there is little difference 
between President Eisenhower's 
admirable readiness to have the 
Panamanian flag displayed and 
the House of Representatives’ res- 
olution in effect preventing this 
from taking place. 

Senator George D. Aiken, ap- 
proaching the problem with few 
illusions and after a thorough 
study, warned of the dangers in- 
herent in a further deterioration 
of American - Panamanian rela- 
tions and suggested to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee a 
solution which will prove inade- 
quate for the same reasons that 
advocacy of continued interna- 
tionalization of the Suez Canal 
proved impractical only four years 
ago. The Panamanians will oppose 
his internationalization scheme be- 
cause it does not take into account 
their national interests, but mere- 
ly provides for a nominal change. 

The real solution must be sought 
through an opposite approach. A 
modus vivendi must be found 
whereby the proceeds from oper- 
ating the Panama Canal will be 
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used to raise the economic welfare 
of the nation whose biggest geo- 
graphic-economic asset has been 
denied to it. When our Govern- 
ment displays flexibility on this 
matter, there can be little doubt 
that symbolic and political mat- 
ters will be ironed out without 
difficulty. 

Naval and aircraft develop- 
ments have greatly diminished the 
strategic significance of the Pan- 
ama Canal. This makes mutual 
accommodation much easier. 

In the case of Suez, we in 
effect made Nasser’s nationaliza- 
tion prevail, even without suffi- 
cient safeguards for freedom of 
navigation, as evidenced by his 
continued ban on Israeli shipping. 
We should not repeat our mistakes 
in Panama: we must make sure 
that freedom of navigation will 
not be tampered with and sub- 
ordinated to the interests of one 
nation. -At the same time, how- 
ever, we may not keep denying 
the benefits of geographic location 
to a nation which has no other 
resources for raising its standard 
of living. 
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During the post-World War II years, when General de 
Gaulle had been refusing to participate in the French Gov- 
ernment unless on his own authoritarian terms, who could 
have expected that history would save for him the role of the 
savior of the French Republic? Watching France’s political 
deterioration in those years one knew a day would eventually 
come when the reigns of power would have to be turned over 
to de Gaulle, but at the same time one shivered at the 
thought. 

When finally, in May of 1958, France’s desperation sank 
into the abyss of imminent civil war and only de Gaulle’s 
advent to power averted the tragedy, liberally minded people 
everywhere received the news with mixed feelings. 

Parallel to her history of political liberalism, France has 
been traditionally menaced by authoritarian and outright 
fascist tendencies. The Vichy regime itself, depicted as a 
Nazi puppet set-up after the war, was to a degree a genuine 
outgrowth of French domestic politics. Somehow it seems 
that the greatest ideals of freedom always breed side by side 
with darkest reaction, and there is hardly a better case in 
point than France. 

De Gaulle’s ascent to power, after gaining him all the au- 
thority he had bargained for including that of ruling by de- 
cree, seemed to cast a frightening shadow over France. 

The recent Algerian insurrection was not less related to de 
Gaulle’s changed image than to the specific Algerian problem. 
It would be mistaken to conceive of de Gaulle as a man ready 
to sacrifice French colonial interests for the sake of Algerian 
self-determination. Rather, his concessions to Algerian na- 
tionalism offer what he believes to be the only realistic pros- 
pect of salvaging some French interests in Algeria. Nor should 
one exaggerate the extent of de Gaulle’s concessions. His 
conceding to the principle of self-determination for Algeria 
is loaded with ifs and buts, reservations and loopholes for 
possible reversals. When, on January 29th, de Gaulle delivered 
his historic appeal, the emphasis he put on the many reser- 
vations he attached to Algerian self-determination was more 
than an expedient to appease the insurgents; it faithfully re- 
flected his own vacillations about granting Algeria true in- 
dependence. After all, de Gaulle is de Gaulle and to expect 
him to embrace the cause of colonial peoples would be ex- 
pecting too much. 

But more than Algeria is at stake. Militant fascism is not a 
monopoly of the French settlers in Algeria, it has deep roots 
in metropolitan France as well. The lightning rise of the 
Poujadist movement in the pre-de Gaulle period was only 
one of its manifestations. Those circles were relying on de 
Gaulle to clear the way to power for them. They have hoped 
de Gaulle would be for them what Hindenburg was for Hitler. 
Disappointed, they undertook to challenge the very man they 
considered their protector. 

A reversed historical analogy offers itself between de Gaulle 
and the late Polish Marshal Pilsudski. The latter, after Poland 
regained her independence in World War I, was carried to 
power by the liberal elements of the Polish nation. But once 
firmly entrenched in government, he turned his back on them, 
became a semi-dictator and instituted a semi-fascist rule by 
the army. De Gaulle has done the exact opposite: to gain 
power he accepted support from every reactionary quarter, 
but once in the Elysee Palace, he remained faithful to the 
Republic, saving it at a time when the republicans’ own 
strength might not have been sufficient to the task. 

To be sure, more fascist offensives against the Republic 
lie ahead; their strength is yet to be challenged and dealt with. 
But one can think of no French leader who stands a better 
chance to measure up to the task than de Gaulle. 

There are occasions when it is obvious that history does 
not evolve by itself but is shaped by human intelligence and 
determination. De Gaulle has proved anew that this is true. 

And, as surprising as this sounds to our own ears, we can 
almost hear ourselves cry out on this occasion: VIVA DE 
GAULLE! 
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of * Constructive” nnd **Destructive” 


Some!iol the "letter have. edt 


receiving from readers disclose” their 


mixed feelings with regard to this pub- 
lication: While they may be generous 
with praises, at the same time they feel 
somewhat uncomfortable with the “neg- 
ative” criticism which they attribute to 
us. We believe this question to reflect 
important aspects of public thinking 
which in their implications transcend 
this publication’s raison d’etre. 


That this country, unlike other de- 
mocracies, has been deprived of a 
prominent national publication devoted 
primarily to social criticism, testifies to 
the air of illegitimacy which surrounds 
dissention. 


Social criticism ipso facto sounds neg- 
ative: its task is to disagree, oppose and 
discredit. However, it would be mis- 
taken to confuse form with substance 
and purpose. In public affairs, the 
voicing of opposition is never strictly 
negative. In most cases explicit opposi- 
tion to some public proposition implicit- 
ly indicates an available alternative. But 
even where this is not the case and the 
critic has no alternative to offer, his 
criticism is not necessarily solely nega- 
tive. 

Public policies are not all exercised 
through commission, many of them are 
pursued through omission. For instance, 
if one should oppose an extensive mis- 
sile program on the part of a govern- 
ment, one would not have to advocate 
the production of some alternative 
weapon in order to make his opposition 
meaningful and conceivably serve the 
public interest. His disagreement in it- 
self may serve it; as the building of 
missiles would affect public interests, 
so would refraining from it. The ad- 
vocates of missiles could easily confront 
their opponents with the argument: 
“We are progressive: we are in favor of 
doing something, of building, while your 
position is” sterile, you don’t advocate 
anything, you just oppose. You are, 
therefore, strictly negative and destruc- 
tive.” But such argument would amount 
to no more than demagogic oratory, 
since, as already indicated, the not- 
building of missiles may be as important 
as the building of them. 

While we subscribe to the legitimacy 
of criticism and at least theoretically 
see it as the basic condition of democ- 
racy, at the same time we accept mean- 
ingless cliches of “constructive” versus 
“destructive” criticism. The dividing 
line between constructive and destruc- 
tive criticism is hard to define, and 
objective standards of judgment are not 
easily discerned. It seems that criticism 
is “constructive” or “destructive” strict- 
ly in relation to who is the critic and 





who is the judge. When one exercises 


“criticism one invariably believes it to 


be “constructive”, but when one is the 
unconvinced object of criticism one in- 
variably conceives of it as being destruc- 
tive. 

This subjective judgment does not 
necessarily reflect hypocritical double 
standards. The sincere man would not 
be doing whatever he is doing unless 
he believed it to be virtuous. Since it is 
the “virtuous” proposition which is be- 
ing attacked, the attacker is opposing 
“virtue” and therefore he is “destruc- 
tive”. The same applies in reverse. The 
one who opposes a proposition does so 
in the belief he is fighting something 
that is wrong, unjust, injurious, or evil. 
Subsequently, he must see those who 
advocate the proposition as advocating 
wrong, injustice and evil. They are 
therefore, in his eyes, “destructive”. 


I have yet to see two competitors for 
public office compliment each other for 
providing “constructive” criticism. The 
only criticism each of them would be 
ready to accept as “constructive”, 
would be the kind which would help 
him into office, but never that which 
might jeopardize his electoral success. 


That criticism as such is being de- 
picted as destructive is a reflection of 
conformism, which has a distinct aver- 
sion to any dissention. When, however, 
social criticism is ipso facto considered 
“negative” or “destructive” by people 
whose minds are somewhat open to the 
examination of established taboos, they 
had better consider to what degree they 
are successful in freeing themselves of 
the very mechanical conformism they 
profess to oppose. Their search for the 
“positive” actually amounts to an in- 
clination to comply automatically with 
official doctrine. Oh yes, they have 
their objections, reservations and mis- 
givings, but they would not allow them 
to play a too important part in their 
thinking. They resent being disquieted 
and agitated, they don’t want to be 
disturbed. Therefore, they will go along 
with social criticism, but .the contents 
and extent of such criticism do not de- 
pend on the merits of the particular 
problem under discussion, but instead 
on their overconcern to remain intellec- 





e.e 

Criticism 
tually or emotionally undisturbed. 

This inclination may well be illus- 
trated by the reaction of the American 
public to the post-World War revela- 
tions of Nazi atrocities. There was a 
natural curiosity to learn about them, 
but hardly anyone wished to know 
everything. The tragic narrative was 
not expected or even allowed to exhaust 
the full dimensions of human tragedy; 
it has been stopped at a point beyond 
which nightmares might result. This 
might well be the reason for the general 
acceptance of The Diary of Anne 
Frank. This book, whose plot and at- 
mosphere are least representative of 
the human dramas under Nazi occupa- 
tion, is relatively mild enough to dis- 
tract us from certain more nerve-rack- 
ing, more representative literary ac- 
counts, 


It is this inclination not to let oneself 
be disturbed by public affairs which 
characterizes the American public, that 
often forces the critic to dress up each 
phrase of criticism in two phrases of 
praise. It is typical of our “democratic” 
gatherings of all sorts that, when Mr. 
Citizen wishes to speak up AGAINST 
something, he first indulges in a long 
litany of praises of that very something, 
thoroughly appeasing and desensitizing 
the intended victim before he meekly, 
and in undertones, ventures to add his 
“however”. 


A more extreme version of this tend- 
ency is often demonstrated in social and 
political gatherings. In fact, we have 
thousands of organizations and clubs in 
America whose sole raison d’etre is the 
flattering of their members. They let 
them wear glorifying costumes and pre- 
tend to be sovereigns of power, they 
bestow aggrandizing but meaningless 
titles upon them, and their assemblies 
are no more than societies for mutual 
admiration. Mr. Jones gets up and 
praises Mr. Brown in terms which 
would embarrass the greatest giants of 
history and Mr. Brown reciprocates in 
similar fashion. 


Immature as this kind of mental mas- 
turbation is, when it is allowed to limit 
public discussion and dissent it poses a 
direct challenge to democracy. 


Public affairs cannot be conceived 
of by the individual in the democratic 
society as just another conversational 
gambit on a par with the latest model 
cars, the weather and neighborhood 
gossip. Public affairs do not exist in 
order to entertain someone. They are 
LIVE problems. Our means of com- 
municating about them is words, but 
public affairs are not words. They are 
human lives with all the frustrations, 
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YOU AND YOUR ENEMY 





In the hour after midnight a dark figure passes swiftly 
down the deserted street. The city is asleep and the huge 
shadows of the buildings lie heavily in the street. With a 
quickened pace the shadowy interloper presses forward, 
merging with the darkness until he becomes almost indis- 
cernible. He stops suddenly at the opening of a narrow 
alley, glances furtively back down the street (his eyes 
glowing, under the pulled down brim of his hat, with the 
impatience and agitation of the conspirator), then darts 
down the dark passage, feeling his way along the wall until 
he reaches a door. Tapping the door slowly three times, 
he mutters a guttural phrase; the door swings slowly in- 
ward into a gloomy passageway. Moving down the pas- 
sageway, he comes, finally, to another door that quietly 
swings open to reveal a large room where four men stand 
huddled before a huge map of the world on one wall. With- 
out a word he joins the men before the map which is com- 
pletely covered with small white circles. Many of the circles 
are marked with red arrows, many more almost obliterated 
with thick black crosses. One of the men, a husky giant 
with distinct mongolian features, lifts a long pointer to the 
map, touching one of the circles marked with a black cross. 

“Let’s not waste any time,” he says, his burning eyes 
commanding attention from the other four men. “As you 
can see, number 84 has been neutralized. It has been a 
long struggle, comrades, but we were equal to it and finally 
the city has succumbed. I will not weary you with an 
account of the battle; its outcome testifies to the soundness 
of our methods which can never be questioned. First, we 
organized labor and herded them together into trade unions. 
Then we fomented internal dissention within their political 
parties, instigated free discussion of all political views in 
many newspapers and magazines, and flooded their public 
libraries with inflammatory and pornographic literature to 
demoralize the enemy’s youth. The successful movement 
we stirred up against the loyalty oath the enemy required 
from all citizens was a brilliant strategical move. Deprived 
of this weapon, the enemy is now completely demoralized, 
his national aims confused and frustrated.” 

Suddenly the face of the speaker darkens. The leer of 
triumphant satisfaction gives way to furrowed brows and 
dilated nostrils. Poising his pointer over the map, he 
continues. 

“But instead of celebrating yesterday’s victories, let us 
prepare for the glorious battles ahead.” With a swift mo- 
tion of his wrist the pointer is brought to rest on a large 
white circle. 

“This is our next target. Each of you must mobilize 
his cell for immediate action. Let us not, however, lose 
sight of the larger dimensions of our cause while engrossed 
in today’s battle. From all of you I want, for tomorrow’s 
meeting, a detailed report of your preparation for the Ulti- 
mate Day. Be sure to include the number of defense instal- 
lations that have been mined, the supply of poison for 
water pollution, complete dossiers on the enemy’s so-called 
security risks and a list of those citizens who will join us 
openly on Ultimate Day.” 


You may be wondering about the identity of the charac- 
ters in the melodramatic potboiler you have just read. I 
can identify at least one of them for you: he is you—not 
just you generally but you personally, you, the one who is 
reading these words. Oh yes, you are an evil and danger- 
ous conspirator, cunningly planning the destruction of inno- 
cent human beings. This is no joke, I mean it literally. 
Are you getting angry? Would you like to punch me in 
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the nose? Don’t get excited! If I’m really wrong, if it is 
just a case of mistaken identity; perhaps it is not you after 
all but your wife. Perhaps she is the sinister culprit. How 
long have you really known her, can you be sure that her 
mind does not work like that? But maybe I am mistaken 
again, and the evil person is neither you nor your wife, but 
possibly your father, or perhaps your son? Again you 
protest?!—Could it be your neighbor, perhaps the one you 
usually play golf with, or that nice man who likes dogs 
and small talk, and collects stamps?—No? Impossible, you 
say! So who, who is the villain? 

I suppose if you reviewed all the people you have ever 
known, including the ones you have a distinct aversion to, 
you would not find a single person who would be a likely 
candidate for our fanciful conspirator. And so, the only 
one you would be ready to brand as evil and conspiratorial 
would probably be a person you have never met and never 
seen. For as soon as a man becomes familiar to you, as 
soon as something about him reminds you that he too had 
a father and a mother, as soon as you discover that he too 
loves his wife, dotes on his children, watches TV, goes to 
movies, bowls—why then he strikes you as just an ordinary 
person. 

It is only the person you have never met, never seen 
against the background of a human society, that can em- 
body for you all the inhuman attributes you identify with 
the political foe. Consider the Communist. You have never 
seen or known one, and this makes it so easy to believe 
that he is so basically different from you, that he is capable 
of knowingly embracing and wishing evil. 

But try, if you will, to put yourself in the position of 
your foe. Try for a moment to acquire your foe’s brain and 
heart. Think like him and feel like him. I am not suggest- 
ing you discover your enemy’s weakest spot so as to attack 
him most effectively. My intention is simply to promote 
understanding among human beings, for how can under- 
standing be achieved unless we truly understand others, 
especially those suspected by us of deserving our opposition 
or even hatred. 

You could not do that? Oh yes, you could. Just imagine 
that whatever your God means to you, however you revere 
him, whatever emotions he invokes in you, the totality of 
virtue you see in him and derive from him, all this another 
man finds in and derives from his God who may well be 
a different one from yours. 

The Communist, or for that matter the fascist or any 
other person who is politically remotest from you, is not 
spiritually and psychologically very different from you. 
Indeed, as soon as you can put yourself in the position of 
your ideological opponent, you will discover in amazement 
that this identification requires hardly any spiritual meta- 
morphosis. You will still feel a basic loyalty to your family 
and friends, you will still strive to prove yourself to them 
and you will still be impressed by their standards of judg- 
ment. Then too, you will still be social: observing wrongs 
around you, you will still wish to eliminate them, out of an 
impulse to leave some imprint upon the world—to make it 
better, juster or nobler than you found it. So you will still 
advocate certain things for society, still oppose others. 

Now you do recognize yourself. This is you. But don’t 
forget that for the moment you were not you, you were 
what you have always believed was the opposite of you— 
a Communist, a fascist, an atheist or any other follower of 
a despised doctrine. 

It is no profound discovery that the “different” man may 


(Continued on page 13) 
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PROPAGANDA VERSUS MERITS 








Should We Talk About Communism? 


In a letter quoted elsewhere in this 
issue (p. 14) one of our readers brings up 
an exceedingly important question: To 
what extent should we involve Commu- 
nism in our discussions of public affairs? 
While we do not agree with that reader’s 
conclusion that we should refrain from 
“any and all” criticism of Communism lest 
we contribute to the prevailing war-mon- 
gering atmosphere, it cannot be denied that 
the NATURE of American pre-occupation 
with Communism serves neither interna- 
tional peace nor the political enlighten- 
ment of our citizenry. 

The Communist issue has been expedi- 
ently injected into the political awareness 
of the American public to promote certain 
tendencies in both our foreign and domes- 
tic policies. What both tendencies have in 
common is their actual lack of relatedness 
to Communism as such. 

One needs to be a total political illiter- 
ate to entertain the notion that our inter- 
national relations are ideologically inspired 
or influenced. This is so true that when- 
ever our diplomats invoke anti-Communist 
arguments to advocate a specific course of 
foreign policy, they are joining, knowingly 
and intentionally, a conspiracy to mislead 
the public. They rationalize their lack of 
candor by believing that the test of leader- 
ship lies in their ability to make people 
comply with their own views or interests 
rather than by involving them in the func- 
tion of national decision making. The 
politician is paternalistically inclined to- 
wards the mass he is leading. He finds 
precedent in parent-child relations: the 
parent cannot always explain to the child 
why he should not play with matches, but 
as long as he impresses his admonition 
upon the child, he acquits himself of his 
paternal duty. Similarly the politician, 
whose feeling of superiority derives from 
his position of leadership, believes that the 
general populace is not sufficiently edu- 
cated, sophisticated and experienced to be 
capable of reaching knowledgeable con- 
clusions in political affairs. Therefore he 
is inclined to accept, as his inherent pre- 
rogative, a method which will make the 
people act as he wishes them to act without 
their sharing in all of his true thoughts, 
reasons and motivations. 

Were the flattery which the politician in 
a democratic society showers upon his 
electorate to be repeated, in all sincerity, 
within the closed circle of his political 
fraternity, his colleagues would mark him 
down for a naive amateur and probably 
laugh him out of their inner ranks. 

Were a President or a Secretary of State 
to address a closed meeting of the Cabinet 
with the ideological phraseology so abun- 
dant in his public speeches, his officers 
would get quite worried and he would 
run the risk of having his mental soundness 


questioned. “You just don’t talk to grown- 
ups the way you talk to children”—in this 
case the grown-ups would be the inner 
circle and the children the general public. 

Relating this to our relations with the 
Soviet Union, it is hopelessly naive to ac- 
cept as “self-evident fact” that these rela- 
tions are colored by ideological motivations. 
We do not oppose the Soviet Union for 
her ideology any more than we fought 
Nazi Germany for hers. Had our animos- 
ity to Hitler been motivated by ideological 
reasons, we would have declared war on 
him on January 30, 1933, the day he 
came to power. Had our animosity to the 
Soviet Union been strictly ideologically in- 
spired, there would not have been periods 
of our international cooperation with her. 
Nor would our fraternization with Franco 
Spain be possible were we to base inter- 
national policy on nothing but ideological 
principles. But then quite a few other 
events in our history would not have been 
possible. We would not have fought Spain 
nor Mexico, nor would we have sent our 
fleet to open the market gates of Japan. 
In those historical instances we did not 
even bother to come up with ideological 
rationalizations. 

On the other hand, were Nikolai’s off- 
spring still ruling Russia or were she still 
being led by Kerensky, the political refu- 
gee in New York, Russo-American rela- 
tions would not have been one iota 
different from what they are. 

These contentions are too self-evident to 
necessitate further evidence than has been 
amply provided by treatises on political 
science. The diplomatic technique of 
oversimplifying international conflicts as 
struggles between good and evil has been 
well documented. The villain is always 
the foreign competitor, while the desires 
of one’s own country are pure virtue. 

To suit this pattern, the very language of 
the nation is being perverted and its se- 
mantics unscrupulously tampered with. 
The word “oppressor” is strictly reserved 
for the opponent; those who side with him 
are “slaves”, “satellites” and “fellow trav- 
elers”; one’s own allies, no matter how 
much their sovereignty is compromised, 
are the “camp of freedom and liberty”, 
“freedom loving friends”. And the “Iron 
Curtain” which separates the two is all of 
the enemy’s making, irrelevant of how 
many steel blocks one contributed himself 
to the erection of the “curtain.” 

This abuse of semanitcs, if conducted 
emphatically enough and for a sufficient 
length of time, gains it credibility and 
before long the population is so influenced 
by it that the sloganeering platitudes re- 
place the process of genuine thinking on 
international matters. When this neurotic 
stage is reached, those conducting foreign 





policy have virtually gained a free hand. 
They no longer need to argue the merits 
of their policies; instead they force public 
compliance by the same means an imagi- 
native script writer uses to make us 
sympathize with the “good” man and dis- 
like the “bad” man in a TV Western. 

The effectiveness of this method in frus- 
trating real public discussion of foreign 
affairs provides an opportunity of also 
using it for actual diplomatic purposes. 
The interests of many nations occasionally 
depend on the sentiments of the American 
people. This enables our officials to ad- 
dress those nations substantially in these 
words: “If you want our Government to 
do this or that for you, such as lend you 
money, support your grievances in the in- 
ternational arena, or perhaps send you 
some surplus food, you have to behave in 
a way agreeable to our public opinion, so 
that it does not oppose the friendly meas- 
ures of our Government.” Neither our 
Marshall plan nor any other “altruistic” 
international programs were divorced from 
such diplomatic strings. 

But even more important is their nega- 
tive counter-part. When a government 
behaves in ways displeasing to our own, 
it is propagandistically linked with the 
foreign forces of “evil” we have been op- 
posing. Of course, governments may not 
talk sheer nonsense. Nevertheless our Gov- 
ernment can, as expediency dictates, afford 
to identify Castro or Nasser or Kassem 
with Communism. If one should ask the 
Government how it can possibly embrace 
such obvious nonsense, he would be offered 
something like following rationale: “Our 
own authoritative, governmental evalua- 
tion of the situation is of little consequence. 
The fact is that the American people con- 
ceive of these developments as a Commu- 
nist conspiracy. Since our Government 
does not operate in a vacuum, its policies 
must be based on the sentiments of the 
American people whether they are right or 
wrong. Therefore if you wish our Govern- 
ment to embrace a friendlier attitude to- 
wards a foreign government, there is no 
way but to force that government to ob- 
stain from acts which, rightly or wrongly, 
are conceived of as Communist by our 
public opinion.” 

This refined method of diplomatic black- 
mail is why foreign public opinion so often 
conceives of American international sophis- 
tication as non-existent. The politically 
sophisticated Englishman or Frenchman is 
prone to think even of our top diplomats 
as political sophomores only because he 
fails to appreciate their well-calculated “ig- 
norance”. 

We are forced to conclude that the 
injection of ideological arguments into 
foreign affairs will only give comfort and 

(Continued on page 12) 
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When a person applies for a job the 
application he is required to fill out poses 
quite a number of personal questions which 
are not directly related to his vocational 
fitness. The prospective employer is inter- 
ested not only in his employees’ profes- 
sional aptitudes but also in their hobbies, 
social associations, family obligations and 
many other aspects of their lives. And for 
good reasons. A man’s reliability, acumen 
and imagination are greatly influenced by 
such factors. 

If this is true about the employer- 
employee relationship, it is even more so 
in the relations between the citizen and 
his government. The individual’s encoun- 
ter with his government is more diversified, 
and in many respects more total, than that 
between employer and employee. The 
employee can hardly put his employer out 
of business, but the citizen may well be 
able to put his government out of business. 
Wages are regulated by an economic 
mechanism, while the taxes a citizen pays 
to his government depend on his good will, 
cooperation, or endurance. If you don’t 
satisfy your employer, he can release you 
and hire another man instead, but a gov- 
ernment cannot hire “other” men to make 
up its armed forces; it depends completely 
on your readiness to become a recruit. In 
the business policies of your employer you 
are no more than a passive factor to be 
reckoned with, but when it comes to the 
policies of your government you may be- 
come an active contributor—you may sup- 
port them or oppose them, you may make 
them succeed or alter them. 

All factors which may potentially affect 
a citizen’s attitude towards his government, 
however indirectly, become therefore of 
vital interest to that government. 


An employer does not restrict himself to 
an inquiry into the personal lives of his 
employees—he also attempts to influence 
them in ways which would best serve his 
interests. That’s why at times he enter- 
tains you and your wife, at times sends you 
presents, and often in a display of benevo- 
lent but well calculated nonchalance at- 
tempts to standardize your hobbies and 
leisure. Big companies sponsor all kinds of 
recreational facilities and activities for 
their employees, not because they suddenly 
wish to divert their interest into the field 
of entertainment, but because they appre- 
ciate their influence on the employees’ pro- 
ductivity. 

If this is true about the somewhat lim- 
ited employer-employee relationship, it is 


THE POLICY OF LEISURE ADMINISTRATION 


doubly true in the much wider area of re- 
lations between the citizen and his govern- 
ment. That’s why a government, too, does 
not restrict itself to inquiries int6 the per- 
sonal lives of its citizens, but also attempts 
to influence them. 

The means by which the state can un- 
dertake to influence the “strictly personal” 
lives of its citizens are incomparably more 
effective and wider in scope than those at 
the disposal of an employer. The latter 
can control only the recreational facilities 
provided by him, while the government 
can control to a great extent all available 
recreation within a community, indeed 
within the entire country. The employer’s 
recreational facilities are not exclusive ones, 
except perhaps on some isolated base, while 
the state has the means of influencing and 
regulating the emphases of diverse com- 
munal and country wide recreational 
facilities and events. 

The employee’s participation in the rec- 
reational program of his employer is vol- 
untary, while the citizen’s participation in 
state inspired or state influenced recre- 
ation, leisure and festivities, even if volun- 
tary, often becomes a social compulsion. 

Some of the state’s methods are overt, 
others are not. The ones which are most 
effective never occur to the citizen as the 
fruit of careful governmental planning and 
preparation—they seem spontaneous as if 
they were a part of the citizen’s own life 
without ever having been on the drawing 


.boards of planning committees. Least of 


all is the citizen inclined to suspect they 
were “rigged”. 

As against this unsuspecting naivete, the 
administration of leisure is necessarily rec- 
ognized by any person aspiring to national 
leadership as one of his primary challenges. 
Somehow, however, this concern is under- 
stood to belong to the strictly professional 
level of leadership, without being aired for 
discussion and controversy before the 
“laity”. It is treated like a professional 
secret, since no leader would appreciate 
appearing as a manipulator of people’s 
leisure, tastes and personal inclinations. 

Much if not most of federal leisure guid- 
ance is provided by a method of default. 
For instance, when federal agencies abstain 
from supporting and sponsoring the mass 
introduction of the arts, they are ipso facto 
encouraging the popularization of less dis- 
criminative forms of mass entertainment 
which fill the vacuum. When a few exist- 
ing philharmonic orchestras are allowed to 
struggle for budgetary survival while the 





















Government stands irresponsibly by, juke- 
box culture is indirectly given its best shot 
in the arm. When the success and popu- 
larity of opera, legitimate theatre and bal- 
let are left to the devices of commercial 
feasibility, rock-and-roll dance halls rise 
like mushrooms after rain. All these are 
instances of guidance provided through 
an alleged abstention from guidance. 

There are about 35 federal agencies 
which render one or more types of recre- 
ational service, in addition to the scores of 
such agencies maintained on the state and 
local levels. Federal participation in these 
aspects of life is often a side line to eco- 
nomic, social and political legislation and 
as such is hardly discernible. But in estab- 
lishing our national leisure patterns indi- 
rect guidance is even more effective than 
outright legislation. The national political 
leadership exercises a great cultural influ- 
ence by giving recognition to such phe- 
nomena as they wish toestablish as national 
pastimes. 

When a head of state decides to attend 
some spectacular sports event, more often 
than not he does not do it to satisfy his 
own personal curiosity. Chances are he 
takes no interest in the particular sport and 
would never attend the game were he not 
the head of state. In most cases he will 
attend to lend his prestige to the game, to 
bring it to the center of national attention. 
Similarly, when he lights a big “national” 
Christmas tree in the presence of masses 
of citizens, it is not necessarily because he 
personally prefers this kind of a ceremony 
over a family festivity, but in order to make 
it a part of the national culture. That is 
also why his attendance at church services 
is photographed and reproduced in the 
press, even though prior to his taking office 
he might not have been a church attending 
person. 

Since the administraiica of leisure is 
accepted as an integral and very important 
part of national leadership, its desirability 
has to be judged on the merits of the ends 
for which it is being employed. These ends 
must be kept within the context of the total 
national life and culture. An end served 
by the promotion of a specific leisure pre- 
occupation may in itself be commendable, 
or at least not objectionable, but if kept 
within such total context it may prove to 
divert attention disproportionately from 
other, more worthwhile activities. 

This is the area in which we can find 
many reasons for the obvious imbalance 
which prevails in our national pastimes. 
While sports are being promoted to the 
highest point of national attention, not only 
by the big business machinery which runs 
them but by our national leaders as well, 
intellectual and artistic activities are neg- 
lected with equal passion. 

The existence of a special White House 
committee to promote sports on college 
campuses further exaggerates the already 
exaggerated athletic emphasis in our col- 
leges. The full extent of the damage this 
is causing can be appreciated only when 


(Continued on page 11) 
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A NEGATIVE THOUGHT 


There is at least one subject about which 
I entertain strictly negative thoughts with- 
out any positive equivalent. They are the 
more negative because they pertain to a 
most important political event—the forth- 
coming presidential campaign. I am trou- 
bled to admit that I have no heartfelt 
preference among the presidential candi- 
dates. Of course there are certain candi- 
dates I prefer over some others. But there 
is no one among them who has my full 
vote of confidence. 

This negative view is due to several fac- 
tors. First, I do not find among the candi- 
dates any idealistically inspired leaders. 
What seems to characterize all of them is 
a thoroughly expedient careerism that is 
hardly a credit to the man who is going 
to lead a nation. The second thing all 
candidates seem to have in common is their 
lack of dedication to any principle for 
which they would be ready to suffer elec- 
toral setbacks. Whenever one of them 
takes a position on any public issue I do 
not feel that I am listening to the speaker’s 
basic convictions but merely observing a 
tactical maneuver to gain popularity. It is 
even possible that those true convictions 
are indiscernible simply because they do 
not exist. 

As for an exception to confirm the rule 
—well, there might be one but Dr. Gallup 
claims its personification to be “unelect- 
able”... 

There is yet a third factor which pre- 
vents me from feeling a personal loyalty 
to any of the candidates. I know that their 
running for office will provide the Amer- 
ican individual with the illusion of partici- 
pating in the nation’s fateful decisions. 
I say “illusion” advisedly, because the sad 
truth of the matter is that the outcome of 
the election depends much more on in- 
ternal interests and groupings, plots and 
counter-plots, agreements and disagree- 
ments, lobbyings and counter-lobbyings, 
campaign contributions and financial align- 
ments within the power elite of this nation 
than on the individual citizen’s act of 
decision in the ballot booth. 


os 
AN ADMITTED BIAS 

In spite of my distinct aversion to preju- 
dices and biases I have frankly to admit 
an awareness of at least one bias—a prej- 
udice on the subject of which my mind is 
by no means a “thoroughfare for all 
thoughts”. Its object is no one else but 
the presidential aspirant Richard Nixon. 

No matter what Nixon might say or 
do, to me he remains the Nixon of the 
House Un-American Committee. Never 
can I look at him without detecting the 
ghost of Alger Hiss in his shadow. Even 
when Nixon said he was “proud that there 
has been more progress in the seven years 
of this Administration in the field of civil 
rights than in any since Lincoln’s’, I could 
not help seeing in my mind’s eye the coffin 
of Alger Hiss as the rostrum from which 
these high-sounding phrases were uttered. 
With all the respect I would like to enter- 
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“I stand on... my Civil Rights record!” 


tain for the office of the President of the 
United States, were it to be occupied by 
Richard Nixon I guess I could not help 
seeing him as the man who has reached the 
summit of fame, glory and career by 
tramping through the mud of another 
man’s dignity, suffering and unwarranted 
humiliation. 

Even if, in his presidential inaugura- 
tion speech, he voiced regrets and beat 
his breast for his sin against Alger Hiss, 
fantastic and remote as the possibility 
is, it would hardly pacify my feelings. The 
millionaire who made his fortune investing 
the money he originally robbed from a 
fellow man, does not expiate his crime by 
merely returning the robbed amount after 
he has reached the peak. The sincerity of 
his atonement would at the very least re- 
quire his voluntary parting with the entire 
fortune he accumulated through an initial 
immoral act. Only when Nixon would be 
ready to disqualify himself from all public 
career, only when he would trade public 
glory for oblivion, could I believe the man 
to be haunted by his own conscience. That 
the anticipation of this is utterly unrealistic 
does not confuse the line between morality 
and unscrupulousness; rather it reflects the 
hopelessness of expecting elementary de- 
cency from the overambitious presidential 
aspirant. 
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“I LIKE EDGAR!” 


I have an idea for which either the 
Republicans or the Democrats should pay 
me millions: J. Edgar Hoover for Presi- 
dent! 

Not since a five-star general was a candi- 
date has there been a man with as great 
an emotional appeal to the public as J. 
Edgar. I would even venture to estimate 
that his chances exceed those of Ike four 
or eight years ago. After all General Eisen- 
however was no more than a capable war 
expert. J. Edgar Hoover, however, is the 
epitome of the national conscience itself. 
He is not like the chief of secret police in 
other countries, who usually remains in 
oblivion, hardly anyone knowing his name. 
J. Edgar is different: he is not only a 
super-detective, but also a political figure 
whose prestige, while political, is adhered 
to by both parties; and he is also a national 
grand-educator, a political writer and a 
moralist. So great is his unchallenged 
authority, so significant his POLITICAL 
and PSYCHOLOGICAL contribution, 
that even his flirt with McCarthy did not 
hurt him. 

There just isn’t as easy a winner in sight 
as J. Edgar Hoover. All he needs to really 
click is for a few chairmen of the board 
to get together and smoke up a deal... 
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An Open Letter To A Pi mi 


Mr. Rosser Reeves 
Chairman of the Board 
TED BATES & COMPANY, INC. 
666 Fifth Avenue 

New York, N.Y. 


Dear Sir: 


The January 25, 1960 issue of THE WASHINGTON 
POST and TIMES HERALD carried a full-page open 
letter signed by your company, "the fifth largest 
advertising agency in the world", and addressed 
to Mr. Earl W. Kintner, Chairman of the Federal 
Trade Commission. In it, after challenging the 
FTC's recent condemnation of "deceptive adver- 
tising", you demand Mr. Kintner to define honest 
versus dishonest advertising. Posing your ques- 
tion in public proves it is not between you and 
Mr. Kintner alone, but of sufficient public in- 
terest and consequence to justify anyone's entry 
into the dispute. 

In your open letter you argue quite effectively 
that certain artificial means of product pres- 
entation on television are not necessarily de- 
ceptive. For instance, you point out that "to 
show a white shirt, the performers must wear blue 
shirts". At the same time, however, referring 
to commercials devised by your own agency, you 
admit “that people DON'T shave sandpaper, any 
more than they write with pens under water, shave 
peaches, or strap their wrist watches on the pro=- 
pellers of trans-Atlantic liners to find out if 
they are waterproof." The question then arises 
why are arguments admitted by you to be nonsensi- 
cal dinned into the ears of the American public? 
In fact, I believe that you, Mr. Reeves, and the 
founder of your Company, Mr. Ted Bates are 
credited with devising a whole method, "The 
Unique Sales Proposition", based on just such 
nonsensical appeals to the public. 

I am almost satisfied that the many capable 
experts employed by your agency and subscribing 
to "the philosophy of the uncheckable claim" are 
careful to avoid claims which could be PROVED 
outright lies. The sales arguments they come up 
with, which both of us agree are nonsense, amount 
to what you call “imaginative advertising". I 
am also certain both of us would agree that your 
company is not in business to promote imagina- 
tiveness for its own artistic sake. The real 
question then is, what right do you have to talk 
to the American public on other than a rational 
level? Obviously, you are addressing yourselves 
to some human perception other than intelli- 
gence. 


THE SUBLIMINAL APPEAL 


Irrational appeals to human beings are called 
mind manipulation or "brain-washing". You may 
well recall, Mr. Reeves, the infamous Moscow 
Trials when the whole world was puzzled by the 
phenomenon of former great national leaders 
humiliating themselves beyond any rational ex- 
planation. We called the methods which so de- 
graded the celebrity defendants “brain-wash- 
ing", because to make them behave as they did, 
some other than rational appeals must have been 
made to them. I am not concerned with priority in 
this matter: I care little whether you have 
learned the art of mind manipulation from the 
late Mr. Vishinsky or he from you, but the fact 
remains that both of you have laid claim to super-= 
human rights: to make people act through in- 
voluntary default of intelligence. 
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Undoubtedly, you are as proud of the commercial | 
effectiveness of what you have been doing as Mr. 
Vishinsky was of related methods which relegated 
his former comrades to the firing squad. But the 
fact that your company, after beginning from 
scratch only two decades ago, can now boast of 
being the fifth largest advertising agency in 
the world by no means legitimizes your claim to 
mass brain surgery. 


I do not quarrel with the effectiveness of your 
advertising method but with the honesty of its 
underlying philosophy. How effective its calcu- 
lated anti-intelligence is may be illustrated 
by my personal experience which I shall relate 
here with the clear understanding that, should 
you ever adapt it into a commercial, I will expect 


to be paid royalties to be used for further fights | 


against the art of mind manipulation. 


THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE METHOD 


It happened during my first few days on Ameri- 


can soil. I had run out of my foreign supply of 
toothpaste. You can well imagine my predicament 
when the drug store girl asked me what KIND of 
toothpaste I wanted: I was a foreigner who could 
scarcely speak a few words of broken English, 
much less discuss American brands of toothpaste. 
Yet, after a moment's hesitation, I was surprised 
to hear myself asking for a particular brand. 
What motivated my choice eluded me until that 
evening when, my eyes glued to the television 
screen, I suddenly beheld the announcer I had 
already learned to dislike for his unending 
repetitiousness and ersatz enthusiasm. Then I 
realized that my aversion to the announcer and 
his announcement had impressed his brand upon 
my mind. The 20 cents I was "made" to spend on 
your "breath-cleaning" product bought you my 
unlimited ill-will. I do not wish, Mr. Reeves, to 
buy things in spite of my dislikes; I do not wish 
to act contrary to my aversions, while you are 
specializing in making me do just that. 


The success of your company is not necessarily 
success for the American public. Allow me to use 
just one instance. I understand it was you per- 
sonally, and your agency, who so effectively 
marketed "Wonder" Bread. I certainly agree with 
your implied conclusion than an appeal to human 
intelligence would have been hopeless in trying 
to supplant the neighborhood bakery with pack- 
aged mush. But because it was hopeless, you 
undertook to appeal to the irrational instead 
of giving up. 


I am afraid, Mr. Reeves, that the harm done to 
the American public by such appeals is not con- 
fined to our stomachs. The insidious techniques 
of mind manipulation have been adopted in many 
fields and they have insulted, abused and shrunk 
our brains and spirit as well as our tongues and 
stomachs. 


APPLICATION TO OTHER FIELDS 


With all the importance I attach to television 
as a failing medium which is nevertheless shaping 
our national culture, I fully agree with you that 
"the problem is larger than television alone". 
How large is suggested by the truism that future 
historians will not be able to present a true 
picture of our generation and its great events 
without giving due attention to the influence of 
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_advertising's modus operandi. America has learned 
| alot of bad things from that effective but nonethe- 


less objectionable modus operandi. If you do not 
believe it, just watch the coming presidential 
campaign and you will realize that the next presi- 
dent of the U.S.A. will be elected, as the outgoing 
president was, by the very techniques so success- 
fully employed by your agency to sell Carter's 
"Liver" Pills. You see, our party headquarters, 
parliamentarians, newspapers, even some universi- 
ties have learned from you that there are more 
effective ways to influence people than appealing 
to their intelligence. Your influence goes even 
further. Without using your gospel, without taking 
advantage of the secret underground channels which 
you have discovered into the human mind, it would 
have been impossible to push our people into cold 
and hot wars against their better judgment, if it 
were only allowed to play its part. 


THE PUBLIC'S TOLERANCE 


These methods of advertising have been used by 
you for such a long time without your quarters being 
raided by vice squads or other guardians of public 
welfare that you have become convinced of their 
perfect legitimacy. Now, as tentative and inade- 
quate attempts are being made to curb your manipu- 
lation of people's minds, you are "puzzled". Do not 
misunderstand me, Mr. Reeves. I do not blame you 
personally for all evils, but I do believe that 
your courage in presenting your grievances to a so 
long abused public is the reflection of a STRUC- 
TURAL, INSTITUTIONAL immorality that is difficult 
for an individual to be aware of. 

You will recall the angry public outcry when not 
too long ago it became known that your industry had 
been testing a technique called subliminal adver- 
tising. Actually it represented no more than a re=- 
finement of methods you had been using all along, 
but as soon as people became aware that their minds 
could be cut off from their intelligence, they were 
ready to do everything to stop your industry's 
divine play. Unfortunately, when you talk to them 
about non-liver "liver" pills or about shaving 
peaches instead of whiskers, they may be puzzled 
by the nonsense but they are not quite so acutely 
aware that this CALCULATED nonsense amounts to mind 
manipulation. And even if they are aware of it, they 
Still don't storm Madison Avenue with big sticks 
in hand because they have been abused by stages 
which, taken Separately, do not ruffle their toler- 
ance. 


WHO PAYS THE BILL? 


A specific passage in your newspaper appeal is 
conspicuous for its lack of well warranted inhibi- 
tion. You state: "In the next 7 days, American com- 
panies will venture $30,000,000 on television. 
This sum spent on imaginative advertising, makes 
possible all the broadcasts which appear each week 
on the television screens--news, public broad- 
casts, politics, drama, comedy, home shows, even 
broadcasts from the House and the Senate of the 
United States". This Mr. Reeves, prompts me to 
ask by what act did the American public entrust 
you and your professional colleagues with the ad- 
ministration of all these aspects of life? Who 
gave you the mandate to provide the American pub- 
lic with news, politics, drama, etc.? Or am I 
mistaken in the belief that you are just in the 
advertising business? 

It is not the business of advertising which pro- 


vides the American public with all those vital ser- 
vices; and the $30,000,000 weekly is simply the 
Sweat of the American people, the more objection- 
able because it is not collected from them candid- 
ly. It is the art of mislabeling which gets your 
industry those $30,000,000. 

The American consumer shops for bread and bever= 
ages, cars and homes=-=-but never for your product, 
advertising, certainly not for the kind of adver- 
tising which claims the right to manipulate his 
mind. If, nevertheless, he is made to pay for it, 
it is because your industry has usurped the power 
to impose a hidden, indirect tax on consumer goods. 

Since the neighborhood bakery has disappeared 
from my vicinity I find myself munching a kind of 
half-baked slimy sponge. I have never received a 
bill from you for introducing me to this "wonder" 
product, yet the bill has been paid. How did you 
collect the mon3y for the "service" performed? 
Whatever collection method you resorted to was an 
expedient one, because were you to bill me direct- 
ly, not only would I refuse to pay but chances are 
I would sue for damages to my taste and stomach. 

Your industry, Mr. Reeves, was even successful 
in appropriating the American family's budget for 
culture and entertainment. Now you boast of provid-=- 
ing those blessings, even while your industry is 
actively degrading and degenerating them. 


THE MORAL DILEMMA 


In spite of the fact that parts of your newspaper 
appeal read just like another commercial for your 
Colgate-Palmolive account, I must admit that I was 
somewhat moved by it. It is just possible that these 
are the words of a man tormented by the dilemma of 
what morality is and pondering whether his life- 
long endeavor is consistent with it. If you are so 
tormented, Sir, then you will gain thereby more 
respect in my eyes than you ever can by your spec- 
tacular "success" in advertising. 

If it is possible that you are pondering, and if 
this is representative of a soul searching process 
within the advertising industry, then I must frank- 
ly admit that I sympathize more with the over 700 
people in your employ than with you personally. 
They have no alternatives. Irrelevant of their 
ethical qualms they must stick to their jobs so 
that their families can eat. You however are ina 
different situation. I have run across the follow- 
ing quote from you: "The sensible man worked at 
advertising not because of any deep dedication to 
the art but because of a desire to make money, which 
could then be spent in leisure". Now, since you have 
certainly satisfied this exclusive motivation, 
and if indeed you are tormented by moral qualms 
about your profession, why not at long last leave 
the field in which institutional immorality is in- 
herent and for a change devote your energies to 
more positive service to the public? In doing so, 
you might even discover at last that priceless cur- 
rency of reward which does come only from dedica- 
tion. There is even a chance that you could qualify 
as a teacher in our desperate public school system. 


If your letter was truly indicative of soul- 
searching, I trust you will not receive these words 
with resentment or animosity but accept them as a 
small contribution to that soul searching. 


Sincerely yours, 
THE MINORITY OF ONE 
M. S. Arnoni 
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“EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY” 


The “Normaicy’’ of Unemployment 


One of the most fallacious platitudes of our society claims 
that it provides equality of economic opportunity for all 
of its citizens. The historic background which begot this 
fallacy has nothing to do with the twentieth century. True, 
the American experiment has provided the “small man” with 
opportunities denied him in the European society of the Middle 
Ages. Aristocratic birthright could not very well be granted 
by a society which established itself after and as a reaction to 
a feudal system. Economic prominence in an aristocratic 
society had long been tied in with a rigid, unalterable class 
system. In America, one does not have to be a member of 
the nobility to travel along the road to riches. But present- 
day Europe is no different in this respect; here and there some 
insignificant remnants of a wealthy nobility remain. In the 
main, however, an historic process divorcing the aristocrat 
from the plutocrat has taken place. 


In the United States such a conjunction never existed be- 
cause we have never had a feudal aristocracy. The proverbial 
success story of the poor boy who reaches fame and wealth 
faithfully reflects the experiences of a society in which no one 
is denied financial achievement because of social status. But 
to accept this as equality of economic and social opportunity 
is sheer nonsense. What has actually happened has been the 
replacement of an aristocratic discrimination by a plutocratic 
one. 


Equality of opportunity implies the same starting point for 
all—a condition quite absent from our society. The difference 
in economic standing between two citizens does not necessarily 
reflect different degrees of personal achievement. Much of it 
was predetermined at the very starting point. 


The most dramatic illustration of this is provided by the 
fact that, while most people go through life absorbed in secur- 
ing their daily sustenance, there is a plutocratic social stratum 
which, while not free of economic worries and challenges, 
never faces the bare problem of sustaining itself. 


The work, intellect, acumen, and imagination of the mem- 
bers of the plutocracy determine only that success which is 
beyond the elementary stage of sustenance. While millions of 
dollars may be at stake in their dealings, while they may en- 
counter setbacks each of which involves more money than 
the average man or even they themselves need to sustain 
themselves for life, their own sustenance is never at stake. 
Whether they succeed or go “broke”, they never have to 
worry about their bread and butter. 


Since providing this bare sustenance is in most cases the 
most absorbing economic task of the individual, requiring 
the major part of his labor and self-preparation, his handi- 
cap, in comparison with the individual who needs not devote 
a single day to the struggle for sustenance, is not reflected in 
the pecuniary difference between them: the former had to 
devote his energies to the most restrictive ambitions which pre- 
cluded any spectacular achievement, while the latter could 
direct his unexhausted energies towards goals far beyond the 
bare necessities of life. It was not the superior talent of the 
latter which made him excel but the availability of personal 
energies which were not expended on much less rewarding 
but much more absorbing goals. 


If the millionaire had to use his energies to procure his 
elementary sustenance, instead of starting at a point at which 
it is well assured to him, he could easily find himself so e1i- 
grossed in obtaining it that he could produce no more than 
food, shelter and clothing for himself and his family. Only 
because he was free of that all-absorbing struggle of the aver- 
age man, could he achieve spectacular economic goals. 


This predetermined success of some is encouraged by the 
fact that, within the prevailing system, our government does 


(Continued on page 11) 
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The Facts About “CBR” Weapons* a 


“We must make it clear that we consider these 
weapons among the normal, ra weapons of oe 


—Brig. Gen. J. H 


CBR is shorthand for chemical, 
biological and radiological weapons. 
They have been ballyhooed as “fan- 
tastic new weapons” which could 

“virtually paralyze a nation without 

firing a " pot.” or as “a merciful 
alternative to the atomic bomb.” 
CBR is one of the manifestations of 
the proliferating technology of 
modern weaponry. 

“Chemical warfare is the inten- 
tional employment of toxic gases, 
liquids or solids to produce cas- 
ualties, and the use of screening 
smoke or incendiaries.”* Incendi- 
aries were used more than 3,000 
years ago. “Greek fire” was devel- 
oped about 600 B.C. and had the 
capacity to burst into flame on con- 
tact with water. No major gas at- 
tack occurred, however, until the 
early days of World War I, at vari- 
ous times launched by the Germans, 
French and English. American 
troops first used gas against the 
Germans in 1918. 

It is claimed that the use of gas 
can save lives. Brig. Gen. J. H. 
Rothschild, former head of the 
Chemical Corps Research and De- 
velopment Command, holds that 
some of the fighting in the Pacific 
islands in World War II could have 
been substantially shortened, in one 
case by using 900 tons of mustard 
gas. A leading medical expert on 
chemical warfare effects is quoted 
as saying of its use in World War I 
that it was “not only one of the 
most efficient agencies for effecting 
casualties but it is the most hu- 
mane method ever applied on the 
battlefield.”* Many World War I 
veterans who survived gas attacks 
might challenge the latter part of 
such a statement. 

In recent public relations efforts, 
spokesmen for the Army Chemical 
Corps have made much of the new 
psychochemicals and non-lethal in- 
Capacitating agents. Maj. Gen. 
William Creasy, former Army Chief 
Chemical Officer, has written: “For 
the first time in history there is the 
promise —even the probability — 
that war will not necessarily mean 
death.” 

On the other hand, nerve gas is 
extremely lethal. An article in U. 
S. News @ World Report describes 
it as a “liquid poison that can be 
converted into odorless, invisible 
fog, hard to detect and almost im- 
possible to defend against.” It de- 
stroys the normal relationship be- 
tween nerve ends and the muscles 
they control. It “could make bomb 
shelters death traps... . A tiny 
drop on any part of the skin can 
kill almost immediately.” Its par- 
ticular capability is for “killing the 
entire population in a given area.” ‘ 

“Biological warfare is the mili- 
tary use of living organisms or their 
toxic products to cause death, dis- 
ability or damage to man, his do- 
mestic or crops.”° Poison- 
ing wells was probably the earliest 
form of CBR warfare. “In the 14th 


Rothschild, “G 

and Gas: the Weapons Nobody 
Dares Talk About,” en Harper’s, 
June 1959. 


century, the Tartars beseiging the 
Italians in a fortress in Crimea 
threw over the wall the bodies of 
plague yoog forcing abandon- 
ment of the fortress.” * 


Experiments in recent years have 
produced a wide range of possible 
agents: typhus, cholera, 
smallpox, botulinus, even the 
plague. Plants and animals are also 
potential targets. There have been 
second thoughts on using smallpox, 
however, for as Maj. Gen. Creasy 
points out, “Not only do you kill 
people but even those that get 
well will be an eternal reminder of 
the things we did in this country 
that we ma ay want to be friendly 
with later.” 


Bacterial agents such as botulinus 
can be fantastically lethal. A single 
ounce of the toxic agent causing 
“Q fever” would be enough to in- 
fect 28 billion people.* 


In Congressional hearings, Major 
General Creasy stated that chemi- 
cal and bacterial weapons “can be 
tailored in both cases with limits 
in each case, of course, so as to 
cause irritation, debilitation, make 
people sick for short or long peri- 
ods of time, or you can select ... 
diseases which kill a great many 
people and with some 90 to 95 per- 
cent would die, other diseases 
around 40 percent, and even in 
debilitating diseases you probably 
would have 3 to 4 percent of fatali- 
ties.” 


Maj. Gen. Marshall Stubbs, pres- 
ently the Army Chief Chemical 
Officer, said in a speech at Wil- 
mington, Del., in April 1959, that 
approximately, 450 industries are 
cooperating in an active industrial 
liaison program, A number of uni- 
versities also cooperate, as does the 
U. S. Public Health Service. 


“Radiological warfare employs 
the harmful ionizing effects of ra- 
diation against man.”™ This is of 
more recent vintage. It may include 
radioactive dust or death rays eu- 
phemistically referred to as “anti- 


ipod by segen ge from FEL- 
Low magazine of the Fellowship 
of P Resriilia tee N Nyack, N. Y 

1 “Research in CBR,” Report No. 23 of 
Committee on Science and Astronau- 


2“‘Germs And Gas: The W: No- 
body Dares = About,” in Harper's, 
June, 1959, p. 30 

3 This Week, May 17, 1959. 
mo S. News @ World Report, May 30, 
®“Research in CBR,” of. cit., p. 3. 

® Ibid. 

wane Walter Schneir, ‘“The Cam- 

Chemical Warfare Re- 

= »* in The Reporter, October 1, 


ee - J H. Rothschild, Harper’s, 


parecer So the » Appropriations en 
a 1958. 
% “Research in CBR,” op. Cit., p. 3. 
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The “Normalcy” of Unemployment 


not accept a direct responsibility for the 
economic welfare of its citizens, for man’s 
need to sustain himself. Our state assumes 
responsibility for his physical security and 
protects him against foreign and domestic 
physical abuse. But when it comes to the 
economic aspect of life, we see it as his 
own private problem. Here and there reg- 
ulatory measures keep a check on the 
national economy, but no man can sue the 
state for not providing him with gainful 
employment. 

It is this philosophy which makes us ac- 
cept certain levels of unemployment not 
only as “normal” but even as “necessary” 
and “desirable”. As long as we have “no 
more” than three or four million unem- 
ployed, we speak of experiencing prosperity 
and do not believe it to be the task of the 
government to eliminate the existing un- 
employment. 

The economists of the prevailing system 
see a certain percentage of unemployment 
as a lever to “strengthen” the national 
economy by keeping the labor force under 
check. As long as there is unemployment, 
wage earners would have to compete for 
the limited number of jobs available. 


_ Without it, the competition among employ- 


ers to secure labor would necessarily lead 
to increased benefits for the employees. 
This paradise for employers is achieved 


Facts About “CBR” Weapons 


(Continued from page 10) 


personnel electronic radiation transmitters.” 


The Department of the Army has tentatively 
approved a $78.8 million outlay for “Items For 
Chemical-Biological-Radiological Warfare,” of 
which $38.9 million is for research and develop- 
ment.” This compares with a figure of about 
$85 million which the U. S. Government spends 
on all world health programs, including those of 
the United Nations, 

Some spokesmen for CBR claim these weap- 
ons would be especially advantageous for the 
U. S. in limited wars, in particular in a war 
with Russia or China. It is pointed out that 
defenses against BW are complicated and expen- 
sive; and that CBR is ideally suited for use 
against superior numerical forces. CBR is rec- 
ommended as an effective deterrent to limited 
wars, provided it is made clear that the U. S. 
would use these weapons as it saw fit. 

Dismayed at the possibility that public revul- 
sion might render CBR unusable and useless, 
some Pentagon officials launched a public rela- 
tions campaign, “Operation Blue Skies,” ably 
described by Walter Schneir in The Reporter of 
October 1, 1959. Jack Raymond writes in The 
New York Times: “Leading military officials are 
trying to overcome public horror of chemicals, 
biologicals and radiological warfare. . ... Ques- 
tions of chemical and biological warfare have 
always been considered secret at the Pentagon 
and in the past were almost never considered a 
fit subject for military men to discuss.” ” 

The House Committee on Science and Astro- 
nautics, in its report, “Research in CBR,” said 
with unconscious irony: “CBR warfare is much 
misunderstood: it can be just as disagreeable as 
any of the other forms of destruction in vogue 
in the world; yet it also offers some rays of hope 
for a more sane approach to an activity which 
we wish could be classified as irrational.” ” 


"Department of Defi 
fore a Subcommittee of the 
mittee, April 27, 1959, p. 430. 
4 August 9, 1959. 
3 “Research in CBR,”’ of. cit., p. 3. 





tions Hearings Be- 
Appropriations Com- 


(Continued from page 10) 


by depriving a few million people of needed 
employment and keeping those employed 
completely absorbed in the task of securing 
their own daily sustenance. 

- The civilized state has evolved by stages. 
It originated in inter-tribal cooperation as 
a@ measure of defense against other tribes. 
The more permanent the state super-struc- 
ture became, the more responsibilities it 
accepted toward the individual. The Wel- 
fare State is not merely the goal of a par- 
ticular social philosophy; it is rather a 
stage in the development of civilization 
which accepts as the sole justification of a 
state its ability to make the individual’s life 


The Policy of Leisure Administration 


one considers that such an exaggerated 
emphasis distracts our campus youth from 
largely neglected intellectual and artistic 
activities. 

One could wish as many newspaper and 
television pictures of our President, Vice- 
President, Senators and other national per- 
sonalities showed them leaning over a book 
or attending an art gallery or concert, as 
show them kicking a ball, attending the 
World Series or receiving a delegation of 
some club which exists for no purpose 
except to foster childish play and “let’s 
pretend” games for adults. 

It is of little consequence to what degree 
such tendencies result from careful plan- 
ning and to what degree they result from 
the “natural” inclinations of those who 
inspire them. 

When some time ago a “witness” before 
a congressional committee was almost rep- 
rimandingly queried on why he prefers to 
spend his free time over books, as disclosed 
by his public library card, rather than join 
the “boys” in the bar or at the bowling 
alley, it was strongly implied that the 
“desirable” citizen abstains from “unneces- 
sary” brain work. 

It is this centrally inspired trend which 
is responsible for the fact that while we 
print the most voluminous newspapers in 


“Constructive” and “Destructive” Criticism 


challenges, happiness and sorrow that go 
into human lives. They are bloody affairs, 
not as an allegory; they actually repre- 
sent blood or tears, deprivation or human 
self-fulfillment. One may not approach 
them as one approaches a bartender order- 
ing “a shot”, or “a double”, “straight” or 
“mixed”, according to his own capacity. 
If they are sad, we may not decide to take 
just a part of them; if they are disquieting 
we may not dilute them to suit our psychic 
capacities or preferences. They have to be 
taken in their full measure and coped with. 

Sometimes there may be an entertaining 
aspect in a particular public affair, but 
those whose preoccupation with public af- 
fairs fills nothing but their need for being 
entertained should get together and elect 
Sam Levenson or Bob Hope as the next 
President of the United States. 
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easier and more meaningful. To insist that 
the individual’s most absorbing task, that 
of sustaining himself, is outside the gov- 
ernment’s responsibilities is not a part of a 
social philosophy but a remnant of bar- 
barism which subscribes to and perpetuates 
the formula of “the survival of the fittest”. 

Were our own government to accept re- 
sponsibility for man’s ability to sustain 
himself, were it to proclaim gainful em- 
ployment as man’s intrinsic right, not only 
would we eliminate deprivation and stop 
calling it “normal” as long as “only” a few 
million families were afflicted by it, but un- 
told human energies, now absorbed in 
nothing but sustaining life, would be re- 
leased for a richer fulfillment. 


(Continued from page 6) 


the world, they are usually discarded in the 
subways after a glance at the headlines; 
that our cities of hundreds of thousands 
feel no compulsion to support a good 
symphonic orchestra, opera, or legitimate 
theatre. 

This centrally disseminated anti-intellec- 
tual trend is hardly surprising when it 
derives from a national leadership which 
is dedicated primarily to the preservation 
of things as they are and considers the pre- 
vailing state of society, to borrow Walter 
Lippmann’s phrase, a “fulfilled society”. 

Social stagnation and an active mind are 
irreconcilably at odds. They challenge 
each other and for either of them to pre- 
vail, the other must be curtailed. Nothing 
serves stagnant conservatism like the in- 
active mind. 

When Sputnik caused us to awaken to 
the self-evident truism that we cannot pro- 
gress while refusing to move from where 
we have been standing, there was hope for 
a while that the American public would be 
stimulated into a new discrimination with 
respect to leisure. Elementary patriotism 
should inspire such a change. Such hopes, 
however, have since proved naive — as 
naive as the conception that a nation’s 
leadership necessarily epitomizes true 
patriotism. 


(Continued from page 3) 


Actually such individuals pretend to 
possess concerns which they do not have. 
They entertain themselves with public 
problems rather than live them. They 
leave the administration of the problems 
themselves to the public authorities. As 
we can see, they are not truly democrati- 
cally motivated. 

It is not the purpose of this publication 
to serve up entertainment, flattery or just 
that measure of criticism which can be 
comfortably absorbed by someone’s nerves. 
It is not literature per se we are attempting 
to communicate. The Minority of One, 
with its extremes of criticism, dissention 
and opposition, is not inwardly inspired— 
it does not exist to satisfy an urge to argue 
—it depends rather on the wrongs to be 
righted, the wrongs as we see them and 
the righting as we see it. 
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THE BRIGHTER SIDE 


a) isi 


® FOR Harvard’s Peabody Museum 
for returning 94 priceless Mayan orna- 
ments to Mexico. The archeological 
treasure, found in Mexico by Edward 
H. Thompson around the turn of the 
century, was shipped out of the country 
by him before the Mexicans became 
aware of the find. 


> FOR the thirty-three prominent 
Southern educators who took a firm 
stand against the closing of public 
schools as a means of avoiding desegre- 
gation. 


> FOR Chairman John Doerfer of the 
Federal Communications Commission 
for successfully urging the three na- 
tional television networks to devote 
more broadcast time to educational and 
cultural programs. 


> FOR Robert Oppenheimer for ad- 
vocating an unrestricted exchange of 
scientific information between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 


> FOR Paul Robeson, Jr., son of the 
singer, for defying the unconstitutional 
inquiry of the House Un - American 
Committee into American youth’s par- 
ticipation in international youth festi- 
vals. 


> FOR the 18 members of the House 
of Representatives and for Sen. Albert 
Gore for urging a renewal of a mora- 
torium on testing of nuclear weapons. 






Cheers 


> FOR the more than 1,000 parents 
and teachers who demonstrated in the 
Maryland House of Delegates in favor 
of a 15-million dollar pay increase for 
teachers. 





b> FOR the New Jersey Supreme Court 
for ruling that Negroes cannot be 
barred from private housing on racial 
grounds if the private builder receives 
public assistance in financing or mort- 
gages. 


> FOR federal judge Robert L. Tay- 
lor for ordering the Knoxville City 
School Board in Tennessee to present a 


plan for school desegregation not later 
than April 8, 1960. 


> FOR the Presbyterian theologians 
who, in the February issue of their de- 
nomination’s magazine, Social Day, ad- 
vocated inter-racial marriage between 
members of their church. 


®> FOR Claremont College in Cali- 
fornia for turning down government 
gifts lest “it lets down its guards and in- 
vites interference to the pursuit of free 
inquiry and untrammeled scholarship.” 


> FOR the National Academy of Sci- 
ence for sending two “academic am- 
bassadors” to Asia to explore, with 
Asian scientists, ways to develop their 
countries and to invite a number of 
them to the U. S. as guests of the 
Academy. 


Should We Talk About Communism? (Continued from page 5) | 


support to this diplomatic blackmail by 
making it appear that official foreign pol- 
icy is simply serving some ideological 
cause. The only realistic and mature way 
of looking at international encounters is 
to conceive of them as relations between 


self-serving centers of power. And certain- 
ly, one who pursues the truth will abstain 
from such misleading phraseology as “free- 
dom” versus “slavery”, “satellites” versus 
peace with justice” versus “ 


33 66 


“allies’’, 
gression”. 


FOR DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION 


Ideological attacks on Communism are 
also misappropriated to purposes unrelated 
to foreign affairs, and the technique is 
quite similar. Not only do we witness the 
phenomenon of a legal Communist Party 
in this country while membership in it is 
often grounds for prosecution and persecu- 
tion, but anti-Communist arguments are 
also invoked to cope with problems un- 
related to Communism or the Communist 
Party. One need not be a member of or 
even sympathetic with the Communist 
Party to be stigmatized as such. You only 
need to advocate rather moderate social 
reforms, such as the increase of social bene- 
fits, or more public production of power, 
or a national health service, to be accused 
of “creeping socialism” which is consid- 
ered a half-brother of Communism. Or, 


dissent one iota from our official foreign 
policy, say one good word about a foreign 
leader who is for the moment, on our State 
Department’s list, hesitate one second about 
“America ueber Alles” and you will be 
assailed by the vigilante outcry: “Here 
goes the pinko, the unreliable one!” 

Of course.this semantic confusion is in- 
tended to check radical, even reformistic, 
tendencies on the part of the population. 
With the spectacular success of this method 
in frustrating real thought in America, the 
potentates of the status quo are not quite 
satisfied. Had their way and philosophy 
fully prevailed, there would have been no 
questioning of profits of several thousand 
per cent in parts of the drug industry. In 
this respect it is rather ironic that the only 
people who seem to be disappointed in the 
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Eisenhower Administration are the ones 
who contributed most to his election cam- 
paign. They imagined their protege would 
restore a true paradise for their enrichment 
schemes, while all he did was build an 
annex to that paradise. 


THE MERITED DISCUSSION 


And finally we come to a question on 
which we disagree with our correspondent. 
With all that has been said about involving 
Communism in public debates, there are 
situations in which we believe the real 
Communist issue must be faced squarely 
and directly. The only time when refrain- 
ing from “any and all” references to Com- 
munism could properly be advocated was 
before Communist theory had been de- 
vised. In our times, such advocacy would 
probably gain the heartiest support not of 
Communists but of the most stagnant con- 
servatives. They might wish to silence 
Communism out of existence—as if it were 
never born, as if the social problems it 
reacted to never existed, as if everything 
were so ideal in our society that no changes 
whatever need be contemplated. 

But one who does not accept the status 
quo as being beyond improvement cannot 
help but realistically conceive of Commu- 
nism as an available alternative, whether 
or not, in the final analysis, he is going to 
embrace that alternative. One’s own in- 
clinations and preferences have nothing to 
do with it, because the fact remains that 
Communism has provided a social alterna- 
tive for hundreds of ‘millions of people. 
No other alternative has gained the pres- 
tige, power, authority and vastness of geo- 
graphic and population influence as has 
Communism. As soon as one is dissatisfied 
with the present state of society, he cannot 
help but consider Communism as the num- 
ber one alternative, which of course does 
not mean that he could not proceed to 
consider number two, three, etal. 

As unrealistic as it would be to give the 
silent treatment to as powerful a move- 
ment in human thought as Communism, 
this could only lead to resignation to an 
unchangeable society. When you encounter 
a man building a new project on the ruins 
of a former one, you cannot draw up your 
own architectural plans without taking 
into account that man’s plans, examining 
them and deciding what to do about them. 
He is there doing his work and if you 
pretend not to see him, his own structure 
will continue to grow. So, let’s approach 
that man, let us talk to and communicate 
with him, let us find out what is on his 
mind and tell him what is on our’s. If 
we believe in our cause, chances are we 
will gain his support and he might even 
help us to build our way better. 

Truly thoughtful individuals must be 
for keeping the Communist issue alive and 
in the awareness of our public. Let us 
study it intelligently and let us oppose it 
intelligently. Let us consider all possible 
changes to our society and then decide 
which ones would serve it best. At the 
same time however, let us be equally deter- 
mined not to allow anti-Communist 
phraseology to be used to oil a war- or 
hatred-producing propaganda machinery, 
nor to put blinders on our eyes and limits 
to our horizons. 
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IMBALANCING THE BURDEN 


There are always means available for a 
government to balance its budget, at least 
theoretically. Vespasian was probably the 
first ruler to resort to a truly ingenious 
method: he taxed urinals and met the 
puzzlement of Titus, his son, with his 
famous exclamation “Pecunia non olet!” 

The difficulty arises when those whose 
compulsory contributions are counted on 
to balance the budget start resisting. If 
they are sufficiently influential, the tax 
collector seeks alternative sources whose 
resentment does not matter quite as much. 

President Eisenhower’s proposals to bal- 
ance the budget, predicated among others 
on additional increases in postal rates and 
gasoline tax, represent a consistent appen- 
dix to former Secretary of the Treasury 
Humphrey’s influence favoring equalitar- 
ian, indirect taxes on consumer goods at 
the expense of a progressive tax scale tied 
to income levels. 

It is this equalitarian approach that per- 
mits one to purchase a ten karat diamond 
paying no more than a ten per cent luxury 
tax, while the wage earner, just to reach 
his place of employment, has to pay as 
much as 30%, 40% and more in federal, 
state and municipal taxes on gasoline. 

A so balanced budget would be the fruit 
of the most imbalanced distribution of the 
fiscal burden. 


TRUTH BY DEGREES 


While governments are not necessarily 
averse to distortions of facts, they are usu- 
ally careful not to resort to checkable ones. 
Their tampering with facts usually assumes 
an interpretive form so as not to be caught 
red faced. However, we have at least one 
Government agency, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, which is not thoroughly 
versed in these governmental techniques. 
One needs only to recall how its state- 
ments in regard to maximum levels of 
radiation tolerance have been repeatedly 
discredited, or how its “scientific” data 
about underground nuclear tests has been 
politically tailored and re-tailored, to ap- 
preciate the peculiar liberty the Commis- 
sion has appropriated in presenting facts 
to the public. Consistent with its incon- 
sistency, the Commission has again pro- 
vided a regrettable case in point. 


It was repeatedly stated that the Novem- 
ber 20, 1959 explosion at the Oak Ridge 
atomic energy installation involved “no 
danger” and very little damage. However, 
after truer but sadder accounts had 
reached the press, the Commission was 
forced to admit rather alarming results 
from the explosion. 


It is frightful to think that the fate of 
the nation, indeed of the entire world, may 
some day depend on individuals whose 


THE WAY WE SEE IT 


concern for the truth is wholly a matter 
of expediency. 


ns 


WE WOULD EAT OUR HAT 


In an article, Will We Abide by the 
World Court?, in the January issue of 
The Minority of One, we cast doubt on the 
sincerity of President Eisenhower’s promise 
to work for a repeal of the Connally 
Amendment which deprives U. S. partici- 
pation in the World Court of any sub- 
stantive significance. We termed his 
promise “too good to be true”. When 
Secretary of State Christian A. Herter 
and Attorney General William P. Rogers 
recently testified before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee in favor of the re- 
peal, they were queried searchingly by 
Chairman J. William Fulbright who did 
not hide his own scepticism as to the Ad- 
ministration’s sincerity. 

It seems all too probable that the “lib- 
eralism” the Administration is displaying 
on this matter is in effect merely putting 
the monkey on the back of Congress. The 
Administration may well be hoping its 
recommendation will not pass Congress. 
We, on the other hand, would like to have 
to eat our own words. 














You and Your Enemy (Continued from page 4) 


after all not be so very different from you. All you need to 
discover a human spark in him, the same kind of a spark 
that warms you, is to get acquainted with him, to see that 
he too breathes the common air and not flames. 


Surely, your way may be completely different from his 
but the difference does not lie in your wanting virtue and 
his wanting evil. The difference lies in something like an 
arithemetical mistake, yours or his, or possibly both of you 
are in error. But the wants and motivations, yours and his, 
are basically the same. 


We need to know this so as never to be overwhelmed by 
blind hatred for other people, so as always to be ready 
to CONSIDER and WEIGH their side in full honesty and 
sincerity. If we can do so and still disagree with them, we 
will still have achieved something quite worthwhile: we 
will not hate. 


And should there be anyone interested in instigating such 
hatred we will be immune, because blind passions cannot 
inflame a mind which knows and understands, even if it 
dissents. 


Here lies the real intellectual challenge to the individual. 
We must assert ourselves to avoid becoming passive raw 
material in the hands of self-appointed architects of our 
minds. Let anyone talk to us and try to influence our think- 
ing, let us always keep an open mind and listen attentively 
to anyone who attempts to communicate with our intelli- 
gence. But when someone tries to make us feel or think in 
certain ways by an hysterical outflanking of our intelligence, 
let us be sure to frustrate his manipulative schemes. The 
human mind has not conceived a thought which is not worth 
the consideration of all other human minds. And when 


somebody tries to stigmatize a thought as not even deserv- 
ing consideration, chances are that thought has some merits 
—else it would not provoke such determined opposition. 


I should like to make a personal confession: Immediately 
after World War II, I was confined in a German hospital 
where I was slowly recovering from the numerous injuries 
and diseases afflicted on me in concentration camps. There 
my first post-war friendship developed with a German pa- 
tient who openly admitted that he had freely and volun- 
tarily joined the Nazi party. 


Are you perhaps shocked or amazed that a victim of the 
Nazis became the friend of a former Nazi? Will you con- 
sider it a defamation of my next of kin who were murdered 
by the Nazis? If so, I have to continue “indicting” myself: 
spiritually I found myself very little different from my 
Nazi friend. I soon became impressed that he sincerely be- 
lieved he was motivated by the same desire to perfect 
society as I was. True, his Nazism was very remote from 
“Mein Kampf”, but he himself did not know it. Introspec- 
tively, he projected his own basic ideals into a set of formal 
doctrines, blind to obvious contradictions precisely because 
he could not imagine that those around him were pursuing 
evil. This seemed to be a pattern he could ascribe only to 
people he did not know. 


All this does not amount to an advocacy of “love for all”. 
Indeed one must be very discriminating about social ideas 
and sensitive to the differences between them. At the same 
time, however, we may not disregard any thought or public 
program before considering and thinking it through. Doing 
otherwise, letting prejudice replace the process of genuine 
thinking, accommodates attempts to limit our own minds, 
and no one should be indifferent to the possibility of being 
stupefied—whether by friend or by foe. 
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From READERS’ LETTERS 





TO INSURE THE CONTINUATION 
OF THIS PERIODICAL 


I have, as you know, pondered for some time 
the question: “How can I help?” ! need not 
tell you again how very deeply I feel about THE 
Minority oF One. Adding my praise and 
heartfelt thanks to the growing response from 
readers would serve little purpose here. I only 
wish I were in the position to give significant 
financial support to your courageous, costly cru- 
sade for freedom of thought. I have told you 
that I believed it would require a miracle to 
keep THe Minority or ONE going without the 
benefit of advertising or liberal donations from 
well-wishers, The former you won’t take, the 
latter you won’t ask for. Perhaps, after all, you 
will work that miracle. But in my own small 
way I must try to help. 

The enclosed check for $12.00 will not by 
itself insure continuance for your magazine, but 
I pray that it may be the beginning of the way. 
Please send gift subscriptions to THz Minority 
oF ONE to the three people whose names and 
addresses are listed below. I am writing them 
individually about this in the belief that they 
will greet your magazine with the same enthu- 
siasm I have felt for it since its inception a few 
months ago. I hope, too, that they will be in- 
spired by it, as I have been, to give subscriptions 
to their friends in turn. 

To my few friends, and to the growing circle 
of friends of THz Minority oF Ong, I fervently 
say: 

If you believe—truly believe—then arm 
that belief and send it forth. Send gift sub- 
scriptions to THE Minority oF ONE to your 
friends. THEN, ASK THEM TO GO AND 
DO LIKEWISE. 

If we few, we important few, can set off a 
chain reaction of giving, then surely we can 
perform the miracle that will truly make us 
members of “the minority of one”, 

Dennis Manitsas 
Richmond, Va. 


ows 


TO FEAR THE FEAR 
OF UNFILTERED FEAR 


On page thirteen, at the bottom, of January’s 
issue, you have a quote and stated that the 
authorship was disputed. After checking about 
beyond the restricted lands of Mr. Bartlette’s 
book of quotations, I found that Etienne De 
Grellet (De Mabillier) was responsible for the 
words you used, 

. Your magazine was far beyond all my 
rehearsed expectations, and I might say that if 
God could provide each man, woman, and child 
with a copy of your magazine, a great deal of 
the binds conforming Americans into a pit of 
“tear-the-fear-of unfiltered-fear’ would be re- 
leased and Madison Avenue would have to step 
down from its dictatorial position it holds today. 

Sincerely from one of the minority, 
Paul Armin 


Monson Academy 
Monson, Mass. 


oes 


MORE MUD SLINGING? 

. It is sad that the minds that insist on 
exposing themselves aren’t first made lovelier by 
love and hence more worth exposing. Your own 
bitterness is no prettier than the networks et 

. More mud slinging is not a crying need 


of our times... 
L. H. Hathaway 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
os 


TRUTH EVEN WHEN IT HURTS 


Your publication is tremendous: what we 
need is truth even when it hurts. God help us 


find it, 

Rev. Lioyd Shank 
Mount Union, Pa. 
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A PESSIMISTIC VIEW 

- I was quite thrilled with The Minority of 
One, ‘but I don’t see how you can hope it will 
be self-supporting in a conformistic society. A 
paper so radically rebellious would have little 
chance even in England, and we have not even 
a Hyde Park in the U.S. A.... 

A. Margolis 


New York, N. Y. 
Os 


THE CONSOLATION 


How can the American intelligentsia thank 
you? THE MINORITY OF ONE is the long- 
awaited voice of the scholar-patriot who has 
obliged the “power elite” with a passive and 
voluntary silence. Let the Chief of Protocol 
refuse direct subscription! He, and a number of 
his colleagues, will surely seek out second-hand 
copies. 

Denite the fact that you publish the truth 
alone you have far more support from a goodly 
faction of the community than you even dare 
imagine. I am quite happy to sign my name in 
endorsement to your program and only wish I 
eg offer we service of a pen. 

eep up the good work. 
Respectfully, 
Theodore Prather, Jr. 
Washington, D. C. 


ows 


“WE LOVE YOU FOR THE 
ENEMIES YOU’VE MADE” 

. . . This publication fills a definite need in 
this country, and I certainly hope you will be 
able to get the support necessary to continue 
it. Not that I agree with everything you have 
to say—of course I am not expected to!—but 
you are sayin ngs that badly need to be 

te all my life a rebel, a non- 
conformist, a black sheep, in short, a minority 
of one, I welcome your magazine with open 
eyes and ears. It is like a refreshing breeze in 
the smog .of words with which we are deluged 
from all sides today. 

I was both amused and pleased by the letter 
from the FBI man asking to be taken off your 
list. “We love you for the enemies you've 
made!” 

Keep up the good work, and best of luck. 

Fraternally, 
Ann R. Ricks 
Washington, D. C. 


Os 


MASS CULTURE AND INDEPENDENT 
THOUGHT 


You espouse the cause of Truth—or 
perhaps what is more important, of TRUTH- 
SEEKING. The entire concept of free-thinking 
liberalism is undergoing a metamorphosis of 
which you seem to be well aware. Being of the 
more intellectual rather than the actionist type 
of non-conformist I can sympathize with and 
admire your fortitude, 

However, . . . we cannot escape the influence 
of mass culture on independent thought and 
action. . . . We can do little about it except 
stamp ourselves as minorities of one or rugged 
individualists. Such is the adaptability of the 
human mind“in fact, that we can rationalize 
ourselves into enjoying this as the best of all 
possible worlds. Perhaps “truth” is what the 
— re think or accept at any given 

ri 

pe With population pressures being what they 
are it would seem an ant type society is in- 
evitable if we wish to survive. . It behooves 
us only, as we move (forward and optimistically) 
into a socialistic society, to attempt to preserve 
as much of democracy as possible. . 

Carry on with the truth; we can never get 


enough of it. 
Carl Wickum 
Rockville, Md. 


Tue MINorITY oF ONE 


fo | ow CRITICIZE 


? 


. I am an electrical-mechanical engineer, 
one-time professor at the University of Pitts- 
burgh, later, a designer of large steel-mill ma- 
chinery—now retired. Our family lost so many 
friends and relatives in recent wars that war 
prevention has become my continuing obsession, 
as is typical of most other people both here and 
abroad. 

As your quote from G. B. Shaw, at the bot- 
tom of page 9 of your January issue indicates, 
progress depends almost entirely on critics and 
net on satisfied persons who are unable to see 
anything that needs canene. Hence criticism 
of our own country shoul hot and heavy. 

In certain articles of your January issue— 
particularly in Between Communism and the 
Status Quo—you recognize that our CONTINUAL 
criticism of Communism is a powerful sg in 
giving aid and comfort to those obsessed 
— to destroy (by a hydrogen-bomb ny if 
need be) every recent important political and 
economic development that we can be fooled 
into interpreting as “atheistic Communism”. 
How can you avoid recognizing that ALL criti- 
cism, yours as well as that of reactionary news- 
papers, can only help to bring nearer an H-bomb 
war? 

It appears therefore that we should refrain 
from ANY and ALL criticism of Communism— 
even when we think it justified—unless in some 
special case we can see that there is something 
definite to be gained as a result of our criticism: 
no vague hints of “the threat of Communism”, 
“iron curtain”, “atheistic Communism”, “slave 
versus free countries”, etc. 

We should direct the strongest possible criti- 
cism to our own leaders right here in our own 
country on our lack of effective political, social 
and economic reforms—violent Communist 
revolutions beginning only in countries where 
urgently needed reforms have long been sup- 
pressed. If one of your purposes is to avoid 
violence—either in an. anti-Communist H-bomb 
war or in Communist revolutions, then you 
should advocate peaceful, constructive reforms 
right here among our own people, and—as 
rapidly as possible. 

A. Bruce Cox 


Pittsburgh, Pa. 


(The article Should We Talk About Com- 
munism?, included in this issue, deals with the 
problems raised in Mr. Cox’s letter.) 


os 


A PRAISE, A SUGGESTION 
AND A DISSENT 


Enclosed is my subscription to your fascinat- 
ing magazine. It is mature, provocative, and 
lucidly written. However, may I : 

—Can you, please, arrange your articles so 
that they are not all broken up by one “Con- 
tinued” after another? 

— Do you really think that Rickover knows 
what he is talking about on educational prob- 
lems—after making allowances for his pious 
generalities? I can’t believe that a “liberal” 
(may I use this cliche?) magazine would know- 
ingly embrace this arrogant, reactionary, half- 
baked dabbler in educational problems. 


Good luck to you. 
Charles Cogen 
Bronx, N. Y. 


os 


WHERE ARE THOSE WHO CARE? 


. I had hoped to find some intellectual 
interest and fire in college. Maybe as a result of 
all the political rioting of students in foreign 
countries . I thought in college there would 
be some people who cared about others, about 
principles, about politics. There are, but in two 
years I have met only three here at J.H.U. 

I am glad to have found someone who 
refutes pragmatism and forwards ideals with 
real sincerity. 

Roger Morrison 
The Johns Hopkins University 
Baltimore, Md. 
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To Our Friends: 
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THE MINORITY OF ONE is a personal venture of its editor who, in spite of his 
modest financial means, has been investing all his personal savings to make possible 
a publication free of commercial advertising and independent of any outside groups 
or individuals. 


THE MINORITY OF ONE carries no specific political message. Its name derives 
from its purpose—to contribute to the individual’s intellectual self-assertion. You 
and I are the minorities of one, if only we do not fear our thoughts. Our thoughts 
may collide, or they may coincide or complement each other, but even then let 
us each remain a minority of one. If you lend us support on this, no matter how 
many of our specific views you may dissent from, we believe you to be our friend. 


THE MINORITY OF ONE is also a test of sincerity for those who favor unre- 
stricted thinking and intellectual integrity and regret the corrupting commercial- 
ism of our media of communication: only their financial support can ensure its 
continuation. 


A reader’s letter included elsewhere in this issue suggests the only way in which 
this can be done: the correspondent, after entering gift subscriptions for several of 
his friends, calls upon them to sponsor other subscribers in turn. If you will do 
likewise, a chain reaction will result which will prove that the intelligent American 
reader can sponsor a forum where his public concerns will not be censored by 
merchandisers. 


Your support is needed so urgently that, if you are inclined to offer it, we request 
you do it NOW by filling in and mailing the subscription form below. 


SUBSCRIPTION FORM = 











THE MINORITY OF ONE, INC. 


















































1. NAME 3. NAME 
P. O. Box 6594 
Richmond 30, Va. St. & No. St. & No 
ee City. ; City 
Please, enter my subscription for (zonz) (STATE) (zong) (sTATE) 
0 1 year —$5.00 (In Canada $5.25) 
. NAME 4. NAME 
0 2 years — $9.00 (In Canada $9.50) " 
St. & No St. & No 
NAME 
City City. 
St. & No (ZONE) (STATE) (ZONE) (STATE) 
City Acknowledge gift subscriptions in the name of 


(ZONE) (STATE) 


Also enter gift subscriptions at the rate of 
$4.00 per near foes 


(1) Remittance enclosed 0) Bill me 
C) I further suggest you mail free sample copies to the parties listed by me separately. 
Signature 
Tue Minority or ONE ©@ «March 1960 © Page 15 









In the April Issue of 
Tue Minority oF ONE: 


A Visit Is Not a Mission: The President’s 
Tour of Latin America . . . Payalla (sic!): 
How Clean Is “Clean”? . . . What Is 
Standard of Living? . . . The Original 
Sin: The Renegation of Isolationism . . . 
U. S. A. and U. S. S. R.—The “Classless” 
Societies . . . Communication Media and 
Talent Opportunity . . . The Apolitical 
Citizen ... and other articles and features. 


HELP TO MAINTAIN THIS FO- 
RUM OF FREE EXPRESSION BY 
ENTERING YOUR SUBSCRIPTION 
NOW. 


What you don’t do today is seldom done 
tomorrow. 








THE MINORITY OF ONE... # 

Gutenberg’s invention of modern print- 
ing gave mankind not only a revolutionary 
means for exchanging ideas but also a 
powerful weapon for manipulating man’s 
mind. 

Of all of man’s rights and liberties the 
most precious one is freedom of thought. 
It is the quintessence of freedom. As 
George Orwell put it: “Freedom is the 
freedom to say that two plus two make 
four. If that is granted, all else follows.” 

Of all oppressions the oppression of 
thought operates through the subtlest chan- 
nels. It is incomparably less conspicuous 
than starvation, denial of political rights, 
or corporal abuse. Like a tasteless poison, 
it attacks the victim without warning. 

One particular form of thought op- 
pression is the most degrading of human 
experiences; its victims are masses of vol- 
unteers, mentally anaesthetized by ortho- 
doxy and conformity. Again to quote 
Orwell: “Orthodoxy means not thinking— 
not needing to think. Orthodoxy is uncon- 
sciousness.” Orthodoxy is mental suicide. 

THE Minority oF One will tear away 
at the invisible chains of the mind. It will 
exercise the right of saying that two plus 
two make four, paying no heed to political 
taboos. 

We believe that the ultimate test of a 
civilization’s worthiness and ability to sur- 
vive lies in the quality of the individuals it 
produces. Hurrah-patriotism, flag waving, 
and blind, nationalistic self-contentment 
are no substitutes. In the fierce interna- 
tional competition of our era, they will 
prove not only futile, but also detrimental 
to our society. If we are to be both worthy 
and able to survive the Communist chal- 
lenge, we must be prepared to make a 
national virtue of self-criticism. 

Self-criticism is not inimical to patriot- 
ism. On the contrary, it is an indispensable 
ingredient of genuine concern and devotion 
to one’s society. Otherwise, only the stupid 
could be patriotic ... 

To retain its independence, THE Mrnor- 
ITy OF ONE will not be open to commercial 
advertising. Its success will depend entirely 
on the support of its readers. We trust that 
those who welcome truly free discussion 
will not only themselves become subscrib- 
ers, but also help us to reach their friends. 


* Introductory article from the first issue. 
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